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VALIDITY OF SUCCESSION TAX IMPOSED 
ON PROPERTY OF NON-RESIDENTS 
COMPUTED ON A BASIS OF AMOUNT OF 
PROPERTY LOCATED IN OTHER 
STATES. 


The same court that announced the truth 
that “the power to tax involves the power 
to destroy” has been of recent years the 
most generous of all in its attitude toward 
the taxing power. 


To such extent has grown the taxing 
power of state and federal governments 
that in not a few instances, by the process 
of multiple taxation, more than the income 
of property has been taken for such pur- 
poses. 

Not only may the federal and state gov- 
ernment tax the same property but various 
state governments may each claim the right 
to tax the same property. 
there is no defined situs of intangible per- 
sonal property for the purpose of tax- 
ation. 


In other words, 


The earlier cases and text writers were 
inclined to the view that double taxation 
was unconstitutional, but unfortunately 
these earlier cases never worked out 
later generations any definite theory of the 


for 


situs of property for taxation purposes 
with the result that today there is no 
rule of situs. Intangible property may 
be taxed not only at the domicile of the 
owner, but also at the domicile of the debtor 
and under recent decisions of the Supreme 
Court even at the place where the invest- 
ment is made and secured by mortgage or 
otherwise. New Orleans v. Stempel, 175 
U, S. 309; Bristol v. Washington County, 
177 U. S. 133. In the case Buck v. Beach, 
206 U. S. 392, the Supreme Court even 
went further and held that bonds, notes, 
stocks and other negotiable property, pass- 
ing from hand to hand could be taxed at 








the actual situs of the instruments them- 
selves even if such situs is not identical with 
either the domicile of the creditor or of the 
debtor. 


Now comes the astounding extension of 
this principle by the same court in the re- 
cent case of Maxwell v. Bugbee, 40 Sup. 
Ct. Rep. 2, to the effect that a state may 
take into con$ideration property of the own- 
er in other states and tax property in the 
state on, the basis of property owned by 
the taxpayer in other states. 


This case involved the construction of 
New Jersey’s Succession Tax. This 
tax is graduated. The first $5,000 is ex- 
empt. The next $45,000 is taxed at the 
rate of one per cent, the next $100,000 at 
the rate of 1% per cent, the next $100,- 
000 at the rate of 2 per cent, the next $100,- 
000 at the rate of 3 per cent. 


The plaintiff was the executor of James 
McDonald, domiciled at Washington, D. C. 
He left an estate valued at approximately 
four million dollars of which one million 
dollars was invested in stock of the Stand- 
ard Oil Company, a New Jersey corpor- 
ation. 


An amendment to the New Jersey suc- 
cession tax provided that the tax assessed 
the 
bear 


against property of a non-resident 
“shall the ratio to the entire 
tax which the said estate would have been 
subject to under this act if such non-resi- 


same 


dent decedent had been a resident of this 
state, and all his property, real and per- 
sonal, had been located within this state, 
as such taxable property within this state 
bears to the entire estate, wherever situ- 
ated.” 


In conformity with the statute the tax 
was first ascertained on the entire estate as 
if it were the estate of a resident of the state 
of New Jersey, with all the decedent’s 
property, both real and personal, located 
there; the tax was then apportioned and 
assessed in the proportion that the taxable 
New Jersey estate bore to the entire estate. 
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The plaintiff objected to this mode of 
computation because it subjected him to a 
larger tax than a citizen of New Jersey 
would have to bear on the same amount 
of property, therefore denying to him the 
privilege and immunities of citizens of New 
Jersey and the equal protection of its laws. 
He also objected that such a method of 
computation practically taxed a non-resi- 
dent upon property which had no situs for 
any purpose in New Jersey and over which 
that state had no jurisdiction. 


The Supreme Court denied the conten- 
tions of the plaintiff and by a vote of five 
to four held such a method of taxation to 
be valid. On the general question of the 
right of a state to tax the property of a 


non-resident, the court said: 


“Tt is not to be disputed that, consistently 
with the federal Constitution, a state may 
not tax property beyond its territorial jur- 
isdiction ; but the subject-matter here regu- 
lated is a privilege to succeed to property 
which is within the jurisdiction of the state. 
When the state levies taxes within its au- 
thority, property not in itself taxable by the 
state may be used as a measure of the tax 
imposed. This principle has been frequent- 
ly declared by decisions of this court. The 
previous cases were reviewed and the doc- 
trine applied in Kansas City R. R. Co. v. 
Kansas, 240 U. S. 227, 232, 36 Sup. Ct. 
261, 60 L. Ed. 617. After deciding that the 
privilege tax, there involved, did not im- 
pose a burden upon interstate commerce, 
this court held that it was not in substance 
and effect a tax upon property beyond the 
state’s jurisdiction, although a large amount 
of the property, which was referred to as 
a measure of the assessment, was situated 
outside of the state. In the present case 
the state imposes a privilege tax, clearly 
within its authority, and it has adopted as a 
measure of that tax the proportion which 
the specified local property bears to the 
entire estate of the decedent. That it may 
do so, within limitations which do not really 
make the tax one upon property beyond its 
jurisdiction, the decisions to which we have 
referred clearly establish. ‘The transfer of 
certain property within the state is taxed 
by a rule which considers the entire estate 
in arriving at the amount of the tax. It is 
in no just sense a tax upon the foreign 





property, real or personal. It is only in 
instances where the state exceeds its au- 
thority in imposing a tax upon a subject- 
matter within its jurisdiction in such a way 
as to really amount to taxing that which 
is beyond its authority, that such exercise 
of power by the state is held void. In cases 
of that character the attempted taxation 
must fail. Looney v. Attorney General, 
245 U. S. 178, 38 Sup. Ct. 85, 62 L. Ed. 
230; International Paper Co. v. Massachu- 
setts, 246 U. S. 135, 38 Sup. Ct. 292, 62 L. 
Ed. 624, Ann. Cas. 1918C, 617. To say that 
to apply a different rule regulating succes- 
sion to resident and non-resident decedents 
is to levy a tax upon foreign estates, is to 
distort the statute from its purpose to tax 
the privilege, which the statute has created, 
into a property tax, and is unwarranted by 
any purpose or effect of the enactment, as 
we view it.” 


On the question whether the tax by rea- 
son of the method of its computation de- 
prived the plaintiff of the equal protection 
of the laws, the court said: 


“Equal protection of the laws requires 
equal operation of the laws upon all per- 
sons in like circumstances. Under the stat- 
ute, in the present case, the graduated taxes 
are levied equally upon all interests passing 
from non-resident testators or intestates. 
The tax is not upon property, but upon the 
privilege of succession, which the state may 
grant or withold. It may deny it to some 
and give it to others. The state is dealing 
in this instance not with the transfer of the 
entire estate, but only with certain classes 
of property that are subject to the jurisdic- 
tion of the state. It must find some rule 
which will adequately deal with this situa- 
tion. It has adopted that of the proportion 
of the local estate in certain property to the 
entire estate of the decedent. In making 


, Classification, which has been uniformly 
i held to be within the power of the state, 


inequalities necessarily arise, for some 
classes are reached, and others omitted; 
but this has never been held to render such 
statutes unconstitutional. Beers v. Glynn, 
211 U. S. 477, 29 Sup. Ct. 186, 53 L. Ed. 
290. This principle has been recognized in 
a series of cases in this court. Board of Edu- 
cation v. Illinois, 203 U.S. 553,27, Sup. Ct. 
171, 51 L. Ed. 314, 8 Ann, Cas. 157; Camp- 
bell v. California, 200 U. S. 87, 26 Sup. Ct. 
182, 50 L. Ed. 382; Keeney v. Comptroller 
of the State of New York, 222 U. S. 525, 
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32 Sup. Ct. 105, 56 L. Ed. 299, 38 L. R. A. 
(N. S$.) 1139. It has been uniformly held 
that the Fourteenth Amendment does not 
deprive the states of the right to determine 
the limitations and restrictions upon the 
right to inherit property, but “at the most 
can only be held to restrain such an exer- 
cise of power as would exclude the con- 
ception of judgment and discretion, and 
which would be so obviously arbitrary and 
unreasonable as to be beyond the pale of 
governmental authority.” Campbell v. Cal- 
ifornia, 200 U. S. 95,26 Sup. Ct. 185, 50 L. 
Ed. 382.” 


In his dissenting opinion, Justice Holmes, 
speaking for the Chief Justice and Justices 
Vandevanter and McReynolds, calls atten- 
tion to the ulterior purpose of such legis- 
lation, which he declares should be taken 
into account in properly construing a stat- 
ute of this kind. Justice Holmes said: 


“Many things that a legislature may do if 
it does them with no ulterior purpose, it 
cannot do as a means to reach what is be- 
yond its constitutional power. That I un- 
derstand to be the principle of Western 
Union Telegraph Co. v. Kansas, 216 U. S. 
1, 20 Sup. Ct. 190, 54 L. Ed. 355, Pullman 
Co. v. Kansas, 216 U. S. 56, 30 Sup. Ct. 
232, 54 L. Ed. 378, and other cases in 216 
U. S. Western Union Telegraph Cc v. 
Foster, 247 U. S. 105, 114, 38 Sup. Ct. 
438, 62 L. Ed. 1006, 1 A. L. R. 1278. New 
Jersey cannot tax the property of Hill or 
McDonald outside the state and cannot use 
her power over property within it to ac- 
complish by indirection what she cannot 
do directly. It seems to me that that is 
what she is trying to do and therefore that 
the judgment of the Court of Errors and 
Appeals should be reversed. 


“Tt seems to me that when property out- 
side the state is taken into account for the 
purpose of increasing the tax upon prop- 
erty within it, the property outside is taxed 
in effect, no matter what form of words 
may be used. It appears to me that this 
cannot be done, even if it should be done in 
such a way as to secure equality between 
residents in New Jersey and those in other 
states. 


“New Jersey could not deny to residents 
in other states the right to take legacies 
which it granted to its own citizens, and 
therefore its power to prohibit all legacies 





cannot be invoked in aid of a principle that 
affects the foreign residents alone. In Kan- 
sas City, Ft. Scott & Memphis Ry. Co. v. 
Kansas, 240 U. S. 227, 235, 36 Sup. Ct. 
261, 60 L. Ed. 617, the state could have 
refused incorporation altogether and there- 
fore could impose the carefully limited con- 
dition that was upheld.” 








NOTES OF IMPORTANT DECISIONS. 





THE EXTENT TO WHICH CONGRESS CAN 
SUPPRESS THE RIGHT OF FREE SPEECH. 
—We would not call attention to the decision 
of Abrams v. United States, 40 Sup. Ct. Rep. 17, 
except for the remarkable dissent interposed 
by Justice Holmes and concurred in by Justice 
Brandeis. 


This case was a prosecution (Holmes calls it 
a “persecution”) under the Espionage Act. The 
first and second counts of the indictment 
charged in different languages that defendants 
conspired to print and circulate “disloyal, scur- 
rilous and abusive language about the form of 
government of the United States.” The third 
count charges the use of language intended to 
incite and encourage resistance to the United 
States while at war with Germany, and the 
fourth count charges that defendants conspired 
to incite and advocate curtailment of produc- 
tion of ordnance and ammunition essential to 
the prosecution of the war. 


The defendants were Russian aliens in sym- 
pathy with the Bolsheviki revolution. After 
the treaty of peace between Germany and Rus- 
sia, they sought to prevent allied intervention 
in Russia while the allies were still at war 
with Germany. In order to create a resistance 
against intervention by this country in Russia, 
they prepared and distributed the handbills 
which were the cause of their arrest and prose- 
cution. There were several articles on these 
circulars. One was conspicuously headed “The 
Hypocrisy of the United States and Her Allies.” 
After denouncing President Wilson as a hyp- 
ocrite and a coward because troops were sent 
into Russia, it proceeds to assail our govern- 
ment in general, saying: 


“His (the President’s) shameful, cowardly 
silence about the intervention in Russia re- 
veals the hypocrisy of the plutocratic gang in 
Washington and vicinity.” 

It continues: 


“He (the President) is too much of a cow- 
ard to come out openly and say: ‘We capital- 
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istic nations cannot afford to have a proletar- 
ian republic in Russia.’ ” 

Among the capitalistic nations Abrams tes- 
tified the United States was included. 


Growing more inflammatory as it proceeds, 
the circular culminates in: 


“The Russian Revolution cries: Workers of 
the World! Awake! Rise! Put down your 
enemy and mine!” 


“Yes, friends, there is only one enemy of the 
workers of the world and that is CAPITAL- 
ISM.” 

This language Justice Clarke, writing for the 
majority of the court, held was “clearly an. 
appeal to the ‘workers’ of this country to arise 
and put down by force the government of the 


United States which they characterize as their’ 


‘hypocritical,’ ‘cowardly’ and ‘capitalistic’ en- 


emy.” 


Another article was printed in the Yiddish 
language and in the translation is headed, 
“Workers—Wake up.” After referring to “his 
Majesty, Mr. Wilson, and the rest of the gang, 
dogs of all colors!” it continues: 


“Workers, Russian emigrants, you who had 
the least belief in’ the honesty of our govern- 
ment,” 


—which defendants admitted referred to the 
United States Government— 


“must now throw away all confidence, must 
spit in the face the false, hypocritic, military 
propaganda which has fooled you so relentless- 
ly, calling forth your sympathy, your help, to 
the prosecution of the war. 


“With the money which you have loaned, or 
are going to loan them, they will make bullets 
not only for the Germans, but also for the 
Workers Soviets of Russia. Workers in the 
ammunition factories, you are producing bul- 
lets, bayonets, cannon, to murder not only the 
Germans, but also your dearest, best, who are 
in Russia and are fighting for freedom.” 


In affirming a judgment sentencing defend- 
ants to twenty years’ imprisonment, Justice 
Clarke said: 


“It will not do to say, as is now argued, 
that the only intent of these defendants was 
to prevent injury to the Russian cause. Men 
must be held to have intended, and to be 
accountable for, the effects which their acts 
were likely to produce. Even if their pri- 
mary purpose and intent was to aid the cause 
of the Russian Revolution, the. plan of action 
which they adopted necessarily involved, be- 
fore it could be realized, defeat of the war 
program of the United States, for the ob- 
vious effect of this appeal, if it should become 
effective, as they hoped it might, would be to 
pursuade persons of character such as those 
whom they regarded themselves as addressing, 





not to aid government loans and not to work 
in ammunition factories, where their work 
would produce ‘bullets, bayonets, cannon’ and 
other munitions of war, the use of which would 
cause the ‘murder’ of Germans and Russians.” 


Justice Holmes in his dissenting opinion 
does not attack the correctness of the decision 
in Schenck v. United States, 249 U. S. 47, 39 
Sup. Ct. Rep. 247, sustaining the constitution- 
ality of the Espionage Act. But Justice Holmes 
declares that the right of free speech is the 
same in war as in peace. “It is only” said Jus- 
tice Holmes, “the present dangers of immediate 
evil or an intent to bring it about that warrants 
Congress in setting a limit to the expression 
of opinion where private rights are not con- 
cerned.” 


Justice Holmes is willing to impose punish- 
ment for circulating the second article urging 
workers not to make ammunition to shoot their 
brothers in Russia provided an intent is shown 
to aid Germany. “The only purpose of these 
circulars seems to be,” declared Justice Holmes, 
“is to help Russia and stop American interven- 
tion there against the popular government— 
not to impede the United States in the war that 
it was carrying on.” 


Justice Holmes also objects to the severity 
of the sentence imposed. He says: 


“In this case sentences of twenty years im- 
prisonment have been imposed for the publish- 
ing of two leaflets that I believe the defendants 
had as much right to publish as the Govern- 
ment has to publish the Constitution of the 
United States now vainly invoked by them. 
Even if I am technically wrong and enough 
can .be squeezed from these poor and puny 
anonymities to turn the color of legal litmus 
paper; I will add, even if what I think the 
necessary intent were shown; the most nominal 
punishment seems to me all that possibly could 
be inflicted, unless the defendants are to be 
made to suffer not for what the indictment al- 
leges but for the creed that they avow—a 
creed that I believe to be the creed of ignor- 
ance and immaturity when honestly held, as I 
see no reason to doubt that it was held. here, 
but which, although made the subject of exam- 
ination at the trial, no one has a right even 
to consider in dealing with the charges before 
the .court.” : 


Justice Holmes objects to any interference 
with the freedom of speech unless the views 
expressed “threaten immediate interference 
with the lawful and pressing purposes of the 
law. Justice Holmes denied that the First 
Amendment left the common law as to sedi- 
tious libel in force. On this point Justice 
Holmes said: 


History seems to me against the notion. «I 
had conceived ‘that the United States through 
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many years had shown its repentance for the 
Sedition Act of 1798 (Act July 14, 1798, c. 73, 
1 Stat. 596), by repaying fines that it imposed. 
Only the emergency that makes it immediately 
dangerous to leave the correction of evil coun- 
sels to time warrants making any exception to 
the sweeping command, “Congress shall make 
no law abridging the freedom of speech.” 





CONSTRUCTION OF TERMS SANE OR IN- 
SANE IN SUICIDE CLAUSES OF INSUR- 
ANCE POLICIES.—Is it suicide for a man to 
kill himself when insane? It has been plausibly 
argued by attorneys and by some judges that 
when a man kills himself while insane he has 
not deliberately taken his own life and there- 
fore has not committed suicide. In order to 
meet this objection the insurance companies 
have had inserted in life and accident policies 
that “liability of the insurance company under 
this policy shall not extend to death by sui- 
cide, sane or insane. In the recent case of U. 
S. Fidelity & Guaranty Co. v. Blum, 258 Fed. 
897, the court construes this phrase in holding 
that there was error in an instruction which 
stated in effect that one alleged to have com- 
mitted suicide must know at the time that his 
act would probably result in death or in fatal- 
ity. The court said: 


“These opinions appear to us as logical and 
fair interpretations of the plain words used in 
the contract of insurance. If the insured fell 
out of the window by accident or in a faint, 
and was killed by the fall, of course there could 
be a recovery. But if he, of his own physical 
motion, went through the window and so de- 
stroyed himself, then under the contract the 
insurer can avoid liability, and it would mat- 
ter not what the mental condition of the insured 
was. The effect of the qualification to the 
instruction. quoted was a direction that, al- 
though death may have resulted from the phys- 
ical act of going through the window, suicide 
could not be found unless deceased intended to 
kill himself, and knew that his act would prob- 
ably result in death. And this we hold was 
a material error.” 


In the decision of the Supreme Court in 1872 
in Insurance Co. v. Terry, 15 Wall 580, it was 
held that a proviso in a contract of life insur- 
ance against death by suicide did not include a 
self-killing which was was not intentional, and 
that when the deceased did not realize the phys- 
ical nature and consequences of his act and took 
his own life, being impelled by an irresistible, 
insane impulse, it was not his act and no more 
than an accident. After that decision the in- 
surance companies made changes in the lan- 
guage of contracts of insurance with a view of 
excluding a certain manner of death from the 
risk assumed by the insurers. The form usu- 
ally used is as follows: 





“Self-destruction, sane or insane, within one 
year from the date of the issuance of the pol- 
icies, is a risk not assumed by the society in 
this contract.” 


This clause has been held by the majority 
of the decisions to exclude liability of the com- 
pany for any case of self-destruction, sane or 
insane. De Gogorza v. Insurance Co., 65 N. Y. 
232; More v. Northwestern Mut. Life Ins. Co., 
192 Mass. 468; Bigelow v. Berkshire Ins. Co., 
93 U. S. 284. In the De Gogorza case the 
court said: 


“We are not altogether unmindful of the 
force of the proposition that a man does not die 
by his own hand who has not sufficient mind to 
will his own death, and it is not, perhaps, en- 
tirely easy to see in what precise words in our 
language the idea may be accurately and artis- 
tically expressed that a totally insane man may 
take his own life. But the question seems to 
involve more—the refinement of language— 
than the application of practical sense, and we 
are of the opinion that, in the common judg- 
ment of mankind, it will be considered that 
when a totally insane man blows his brains 
out with a pistol that he will be said to have 
died by his own hand within the meaning of a 
= such as we have now under consider- 
ation.” 








MASTER’S LIABILITY FOR  SER- 
VANT WHO IS WORKING FOR 
ANOTHER. 


A question which always has presented 
difficulties when it arises for solution is 
whether the negligence of a servant who 
has been, as it were, made over to another 
person for a certain time or for a specific 
purpose, raises liability in his own employ- 
er, or in the person under whose orders 
he was, who in a sense. was his temporary 
master. A case lately decided in the Scot- 
tish courts,’ raises this question as a very 
sharp issuc, and the judges, in their opin- 
ions, gave a very full exposition of the law. 

The case came before them on a motion 
to set aside the verdict of the jury in fa- 
vor of the plaintiffs on the ground that 
there was not evidence upon which they 
were entitled to come to the conclusion 
that they reached. In doing so the jury 
must have formed an opinion upon the 


(1) Ainslie v. Leith Dock Commissioners, 
1919, 32 8. L. T. 188. 





446 


CENTRAL LAW JOURNAL 





No. 25 








crucial point in the case—whether the 
craneman, who, it is admitted, was guilty 
of negligence, was at the time when the 
accident happened a servant of the Leith 
Dock Commissioners or not. 


The deceased, Robert Ainslie, was in the 
employment of a firm of stevedores, and 
was engaged in the discharge of the S. S. 
“Hurona” in the Imperial Dock, Leith. In 
order to discharge the ship, it was neces- 
sary for the stevedores to provide them- 
selves with a crane, and, in accordance 
with the practice of the docks at Leith, 
they entered into contract for the use of the 
crane subject to payment of the rates and 
charges exigible. Theoretically, it was pos- 
sible for the stevedores to get a crane else- 
where; but the universal practice, it was 
admitted, is for the stevedores to enter into 
such a contract as was made here with the 
Leith Dock Commissioners. The payment 
made by the stevedores covered the use of 
the crane and the craneman. During the 
discharge of the vessel, while battens were 
being lifted from the deck to the quay, 
the craneman (Dickson by name) swung 
the jib of the crane in-board instead of 
towards the shore, with the result that Rob- 
ert Ainslie was caused to fall into the hold 
of the vessel; he sustained serious injuries 
and died the same day. 


Now, it was argued that, though Dickson 
was undoubtedly the general servant of the 
Commissioners, yet, in consequence of the 
contract made by the stevedores, he was 
for the time being the servant of the steve- 
dores, and that, accordingly, the Leith 
Dock Commissioners were not responsible 
for the negligent act which caused the 
death of Ainslie. 


The question of what is meant by “con- 
trol” is one which was much debated 
throughout the course of the case. The 
court was of opinion that if the evidence 
was of such a character that the jury were 
entitled to take the view that the control 
was strictly limited, then the defendants’ 





contention that their general servant was 
pro hac vice the servant of the stevedores 
failed and they considered that there was 
evidence to warrant that conclusion. In 
the first place, there was the evidence of 
the crane superintendent in the employment 
of the defendants, and he defined what is 
meant by “control.” The question was put 
to him: “You say that the crane is under 
the control of the stevedores: how does 
the stevedore control the craneman?” And 
the answer was: “He gives him the signal 
to lift, lower, or slew; he also tells him if 
he is wanted to work overtime.” Again, 
the question was put: “In fact, is the 
whole position this, that they do the hoist- 
ing of .the cargo from the ship’s deck to 
the shore, and the control you have is to 
give the man a signal when you are ready 
to start?” and the answer is “Yes.” 


Now, upon that evidence, the jury were 
entitled to take the view that the crane 
and the craneman had not been made over 
unreservedly to the stevedores, but that the 
contract entitled the stevedores to the use 
of the crane for the strictly limited part 
of the operation of the discharge which 
consisted in raising and lowering and swing- 
ing. In so far as the control by the steve- 
dores involved giving a direction by sign 
or by word of mouth to raise or lower or 
swing right or left, then, no doubt, they 
had control ; but, when it came to the man- 
ner in which the cranesman was to do 
his work, how he was to employ his power, 
how he was to use his brake, and how he 
was to manipulate his crane, that was en- 
tirely under the control of the stevedores ; 
and, in carrying out any of these opera- 
tions, Dickson was and remained the serv- 
ant of the Leith Dock Commissioners. 


An analogy had been suggested during 
the course of the argument with the fare 
who hires a taxicab. He has control to the 
extent of indication where the driver has 
to go, whether he is to go to the right or 
the left, and possibly, under certain circum- 
stances, whether he is to drive fast or slow; 
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but as to the method by which the driver 
is to attain his end, the manner in which 
he is to drive his car, the speeds he has to 
put on at particular parts of the road, these 
are entirely and altogether outwith the con- 
trol of the fare. 


One of the judges referring to the ques- 
tion whether a principle could be extracted 
from the decided cases, thought it impos- 
sible to extract any other principle applica- 
ble to the present case than what was laid 
down by the judges who decided the case 
of Cairns v. Clyde Trs.,? and the test which 
was there applied by Lord Trayner. The 
test applied by Lord Trayner was this: “I 
think the defenders never parted with the 
possession of their crane. They retained 
possession by the hands of their own serv- 
ant; they could refuse to work it if and 
when they pleased; and the craneman was 
so completely under their control that if 
they ordered him to abstain from working 
he must obey. The only control which it is 
pretended the stevedore had was the con- 
trol involved in telling the craneman to 
lower the crane at one time and raise it at 
another. I think it extravagance to call that 
control—the control which a master has 
over a servant is something more than 
that.” 


Lord Trayner went on to say that the 
case is analogous to the carriage cases, that 
“the hirer of a carriage has so much control 
over the coachman as entitles him to order 
the coachman to go on or stop at his pleas- 
ure, but such control does not make him 
the coachman’s master or responsible for 
the coachman’s fault.” 


Reference was also made to the case of 
McCartan v. Belfast Harbor Commission- 
ers.* That was a case decided in 1910 by 
the Court of Appeals in Ireland, and then 
it went to the House of Lords. The facts 
there were that McCartan brought an ac- 
tion against the Belfast Harbor Commis- 


(2) 1898, 26 R. 1021. 
(3) 1911, 2 1. R. 143. 





sioners, and the persons who made the con- 
tract were in the position of stevedores. 
The only point of difference between that 
case and the present was one which would 
rather be in favor of the Belfast Commis- 
sioners, because there was, as a term of 
the contract, a stipulation that the hirer 
was to be liable for all loss and damage 
arising from an improper use of the crane. 
What happened there was that, while the 
plaintiff was filling a bucket in the hold, an 
empty bucket, while being lowered by the 
crane, descended with great speed and vio- 
lence, and struck the plaintiff, who was 
seriously injured. The person through 
whose negligence that accident happened 
was a man of the name of Duffy. Appar- 
ently the way in which the case was left 
to the jury was on a query in these terms: 
“Had the hirer authority to control Duffy 
otherwise than in respect of the time and 
place of movement of the crane and the 
time of raising and lowering the buckets?” 
And the answer was “No.” Applying that 
verdict the Court of Appeal in Ireland held 
that the plaintiff was entitled to a verdict, 
and that decision was affirmed by the House 
of Lords. 


Now, mutatis mutandis, if the same ques- 
tion had been put here with reference to 
the stevedore and Dickson, there would 
seem to be ample evidence which would en- 
title the jury to return an answer in the 
negative. 


It is instructive to see how the matter 
was dealt with in the judgments delivered 
in the House of Lords in McCarten’s case. 
The Lord Chancellor commenced by saying 
that he regarded this case as purely one 
of fact in which no point of law was in dis- 
pute, and “the question on which the deci- 
sion hinges is this: Was the man whose 
negligence caused this accident acting as 
servant of the defendants in doing what 
led to the mishap, or as servant of the mas- 
ter of the vessel which was being unloaded ? 
For the man who is the general servant of 
one person may, if lent to someone else 
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for a particular employment, become his 
servant for anything done in that particu- 
lar employment.” 


The principle involved in McCarten’s case 
is stated by Lord Dunedin to be that “which 
is compendiously described by the brocard 
respondeat superior.” The question in Mc- 
Carten’s was whether Duffy was controlled 
by the defendants who gave him his orders 
every morning, paid him his wages, and 
could at any moment have dismissed him, 
and told him to leave his crane and the 
harbor premises. This, as Lord Dunedin 
points out, however, though uncontrovert- 
ed, is not conclusive. “As Lord Watson 
said,* ‘that the servant of A. may, on a par- 
ticular occasion, and for a particular pur- 
pose, become the servant of B., notwith- 
standing that he continues in A’s service, 
and is paid by him, is a rule recognized 
by a series of decisions.” * * * ” “Was 
this the case when, in Lord Watson’s 
words, the servant of A. became the ser- 
vant of B.? That is the question that was 
really before the jury. Now I agree that 
the precise form of the question, as put, 
was not very happy. On the other hand, 
I think we had an intelligible and satis- 
factory account from the learned counsel 
who was at the trial of how the question 
came to be put in that form,” and then he 
puts the question left to the jury as above 
noted. “Now,” Lord Dunedin goes on, 
“T read that as meaning, and I think it 
was intended to mean, that the general 
authority and control of the defendants 
over Duffy had not, pro hac vice, been sur- 
rendered by them, and transferred to Cham- 
bers, but that the control given to Cham- 
bers was limited to the right to give direc- 
tions to move the crane alongside the hold, 
and to lower or raise the bucket, Any con- 
trol, however limited, is not, per se, enough 
to transfer the service, and the jury has not 
held this control to be sufficient so to trans- 
fer it.” 


(4) Union . Steamship: Co. 
A. L. 185. 


v. Claridge, 1896 


What. the jury had to consider in the 
present case, and did consider, was exactly 
what the jury had to consider and decide in 
McCarten’s case, and the court could see 
nothing wrong in the principle that they ap- 
plied, nor in the way which they reached 
their conclusion consistently with the whole 
evidence in the case. 


DonaALD MACKAY. 
Glasgow, Scotland. 











CAN FINGER-PRINTS BE FORGED?* 


In the interest of science, and for the 
protection of an innocent person who may 
be charged with a crime, I am writing this. 

I have covered a dagger with human 
blood and placed a finger-print thereon— 
forged. 


In the Literary Digest of October 18, 
1919, there appears a most interesting ar- 
ticle: “Finger-print Testimony in Court.” 
This relates to the testimony of a finger- 
print expert at a murder trial in New Jer- 
sey. Upon the murdered man’s shirt was 
found a finger-print in human blood—the 
defendant’s, it was claimed. 


It is this identical finger-print in human 
blood that I have placed upon a knife drip- 
ping in blood, although the hand of the New 
Jersey man has never touched the same. 
We are more than 3,000 miles apart (pro- 
vided the accused murderer is still in. New 
Jersey), and I do not know the man. The 
knife was new when I bought it. To avoid 
even a lurking suspicion that a finger-print 


- of the accused or others might be on the 


blade, it was subjected to a severe scouring, 
as the scratches thereon will verify. No 
hand, living or dead, has touched the place 
where the “finger-print” now appears. It 
is simply a forgery of the same finger-print 
or, to be critical, the same thumb-print of 


*Mr. Milton Carlson, the author, is a well- 
known handwriting expert. 
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which there is a “Marked Enlargement 
Made from Print on Victim’s Shirt,” ap- 
pearing on page 23 of the Literary Digest 
of October 18, 1919. 


We live in a troublesome age: murders, 
forgeries, crimes of every class are of fre- 
quent occurrence. Never before has there 
been greater demand for means of detect- 
ing criminals, and correspondingly great is 
the demand to know that the innocent one 
is not to suffer for a crime he has not com- 
mitted. And justice demands that no guilty 
one shall escape, hence there is a special 
demand for experts on particular sciences. 
There is no better evidence than that which 
a qualified expert produces. 


The eye may not see and the ear may not 
hear all of an occurrence, and time dims the 
recollection—frailties of man. The weak- 
ness of ordinary witnesses in courts who 
testify to facts that they have seen, or 
heard, or done, is too well known to need 
extended illustration. Only too frequently 
is such testimony shaken, ofttimes complete- 
ly shattered under cross-examination. The 
ordinary witness has naught to present to 
the court but that which he thinks he re- 
members he has seen, heard or done. Not 
so the expert on finger-prints, or on hand- 
writing, or on a questioned document. The 
thing itself is placed in ocular observation 
for the adjudicators to determine the truth 
or falsity of the very thing in question. 
The expert points out to them the many 
essential details, associated and tabulated, 
the facts that do exist. It is the expert’s 
many years of study, training, aptitude, that 
enables him to show material facts that 
would pass. the untrained eye unobserved ; 
if, observed, unassociated with the material- 
ity the fact bears to the issue. 


It is but the close resemblance of some of 
the letters found in a writing, and the gen- 
eral resemblance of some of the lines found 
in‘a finger-print, that unreliable ‘“‘experts” 
venture to express an opinion upon, and 
upon which the ordinary person concludes. 





Such is of no value ; in fact, it is dangerous. 
One who is skilled in a science can and does 
find and show that which a forger has in- 
serted that does not belong, and that which 
the forger has omitted that should have 
been inserted—details that prove the facts. 
“Can you prove, Mr. Finger-print Expert, 
that that particular finger-print is NOT 
forged?” is a vital question. If it can be 
proven beyond a doubt that the finger-print 
in question is the impression made from the 
hand and by contact of the hand of the de- 
fendant, then finger-print testimony is of 
some value. If the expert on finger-prints 
cannot prove its genuineness or falsity, his 
testimony is of no value. 


Heretofore finger-print testimony has 
consisted of showing corresponding lines, 
abrupt endings of lines, bifurcations or 
where the “ridges” divide, cicatrices (mean- 
ing in plain English scars), or other sim- 
ilarities. The question has not, until now, 
been raised as to whether or not the print 
in question is forged. This is a vital ques- 
tion. It must be answered positively. 


In recent years great strides have been 
made in chemistry, electricity and other 
sciences; former methods have been revo- 
lutionized. That which was impossible 
then, is of daily occurrence now. Miracles 
of yesterday are facts today. Parts of the 
body of one person are grafted onto an- 
other. And thus the demonstration: that 
the “finger-print” of a person, living or 
dead, may at any time be found on the vault 
of a bank, a book, a gun, or a knife dripping 
in human blood, though he be thousands of 
miles away, never having seen, much less 
touched, the place where his finger-print is 
found. 


Forged or transferred finger-prints will 
be more difficult to detect than the skillful 
forgery of.a writing. The reason is obvi- 
ous. A finger-print is merely the marks 
upon a substance made by the pressure of 
the finger,—not unlike the marks made by 
a rubber-stamp imprint. Press. the finger 
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on a rubber-stamp ink-pad, then press the 
inked finger on a paper. A perfect finger- 
print is the result. Ridges, cicatrices, and 
all are there. Press a rubber-stamp on the 
same pad, press it on a paper and all its 
ridges, etc., are there. Each of the “prints” 
provides the means of determining the iden- 
tification of the thing that made the print. 
If the finger has on it dust from a foundry, 
the finger-print will leave some of the dirt 
in the print; if the finger has on it wet 
blood, the finger-print will be in blood, etc. 
All substances of which a finger-print is 
formed is easy of access; that is, can be 
obtained. Since the substance that com- 
poses the lines or ridges can be obtained,— 
so far a forgery of a finger-print is easy. 
To secure the form of a finger-print is ad- 
mittedly easy,—even unknown to the per- 
son. To place the form on the object de- 
sired, is the final step—and I have done this. 

The form of a finger-print is mechanical 
in appearance ; is presumed to never change. 
That finger-prints remain the same, is the 
Mind, will, 
emotions, conditions, training, etc., do not 
control, modify, make or alter the lines of 
If this be 
true, to complete a perfect forgery of a 


claim of finger-print experts. 


the finger, is their assertion. 


finger-print, the exact form is as easy to 
make as is any steel ruler, surveyor’s tape, 
or a wheel within a wheel. There is more 


than one way to forge a finger-print. 


Handwriting cannot be forged by me- 
chanical means. It cannot by mechanical 
means be made sufficiently like a true writ- 
ing, but the ordinary observer will readily 
detect the fact. The many “circular let- 


ters” received daily proves this assertion. 


Handwriting, to deceive the average 
person, thust be produced by a living indi- 
vidual. The forger must reproduce in 
writing not alone the forms, but also the in- 
dividual habits, 


characteristics, customs, 





emotions, the speed and all other idiosyn- 
crasies possessed and created by the person 
whose writing he attempts to imitate. The 
forger at handwriting must not only be 
able to do this, but he must at the same time 
omit all of his own “forms,” habits and 
personalities. This is the impossible. The 
hendwriting expert, or more properly the 
“examiner of questioned documents,” is not 
limited to this bounteous field in his investi- 
gation to determine the genuineness of a 
document. Each case arising has factors 
that he can associate to demonstrate the 
proof of his opinion. The forger at hand- 
writing cannot at all times secure the kinds 
of materials requisite, as is the case in 
finger-print forgery. The particular ink, 
the pen, quality of paper, the printed forms, 
etc., are absolute essentials. 


A simple illustration: A paper presuma- 
bly written in the year 1870 is in question. 
Paper of that date is not everywhere to be 
had. If a paper of a later date be used, 
that alone sufficient proof that his hand 
brief illustration serves to show that a 
forgery at handwriting may be proved be- 
yond a doubt, while the proof of the gen- 
uineness or falsity of a finger-print is yet 
to be demonstrated. 


Near the body of the murdered is found 
a knife, covered with human blood. Upon 
its blade is a finger-print. If the lines, core, 
delta, peculiarities of this print correspond 
with the print from the defendant’s hand, is 
that fact alone would prove the fraud. This 
touched the blade? If the lines, core, delta, 
peculiarities of the print on the blade do not 
correspond with the print of the suspect’s 
hand, shall that fact alone prove that an- 
other had touched that bloody blade, and 
therefore turn the assassin loose? 


Must not the genuineness of the entire 
finger-print itself be first determined, ere 
the comparison of “lines” becomes of proba- 
tive value? How will this be accomplished ? 

MILTON CARLSON. 

Los Angeles, Cal. 
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MARRIAGE—ANNULMENT. 





SCHACHTER v. SCHACHTER. 





Supreme Court, Special Term, Kings County. 
August 27, 1919. 





178 N. Y. Supp. 212. 





It is not fraud, for which marriage by civil 
ceremony can be annulled, that the man prom- 
ised that there should later be a Jewish cere- 
mony, and refused to fulfill his promise; there 
being no misrepresentation of an existing fact. 


CROPSEY, J. The plantiff seeks an annul- 
ment of her marriage. She bases her complaint 
solely upon the assertion that— 


“The defendant falsely and fraudulently rep- 
resented to her that, if she would procure a 
marriage license with him and have a ceremony 
performed by a person other than a Rabbi, or 
civil ceremony, that he would thereafter enter 
into a religious ceremony through a Rabbi.” 

She seeks to support this by her testimony 


that when she spoke to him of getting married, 
saying they had been “keeping company” long 
enough, he replied: 


“We shall get married two weeks later, at 
City Hall, and afterward make up a date for 
the Jewish wedding.” 

They were married at the City Hall, but the 
defendant refused later to have a Jewish cere- 
mony—though both he and the plaintiff are 
Jews—saying he did not believe in it; that ‘‘we 
should go and live together without it.” The 
plaintiff claims she would not have married 
him, had he not promised to have later a Jew- 
ish ceremony, and that the marriage was never 
consummated. 


Is there any proof of fraud in this? Did the 
defendant make any representation, that was 
material and of an existing fact? A marriage 
contract may be avoided like any other con- 
tract, and especially if it has not been consum- 
mated, when it was procured by fraud. But the 
fraud must consist of a false representation, 
expressly or impliedly made, of an existing fact 
that is a material consideration to the wronged 
party. Here the plaintiff claims the promise of 
a Jewish ceremony was vital to her, and she 
would not have consented to marry, had the de- 
fendant not made it, but the defendant’s state- 
ment was merely a promise, and not the asser- 
tion of an existing fact. He did not state that 
anything was, but only that something would 





be. He promised that at a future time there 
would be the other service. No legal fraud 
arises from such a promise. It is not a repre- 
sentation. It is a mere forecast or prophecy. It 
asserts nothing. It only predicts. The plaintiff 
was not justified in relying upon it, and cannot 
be relieved of the marriage compact, though 
the defendant failed to fulfill his pledge. 


The cases cited furnish no support. In Moore 
v. Moore, 94 Misc. Rep. 370, 157 N. Y. Supp 819, 
the marriage was annulled, because the de- 
fendant, at the time of entering into it, had no 
intention of living with the plaintiff, and it 
was held that “intention” was an existing fact, 
following the decision in Adamg v. Gillig, 199 
N. Y. 314, 92 N. E. 670, 32 L. R. A. (N. S.) 127, 
20 Ann. Cas. 910. But even this rather extreme 
case does not aid the plaintiff. Here there is 
no claim the defendant did not intend to live 
with the plaintiff as her husband. On the con- 
trary, the proof shows otherwise. In Dorgeloh 
v. Murtha, 92 Misc. Rep. 279, 156 N. Y. Supp. 
288, the plaintiff was under the age of consent, 
and there was the further finding that neither 
the plaintiff nor defendant intended to be mar- 
ried, and were coerced into having the cere- 
mony performed. 


Counsel states that in April, 1919, Mr. Justice 
Benedict granted an annulment in Weinstein v. 
Weinstein on the identical grounds urged here. 
But, he adds, no opinion was written. Without 
knowing the reasons that pronmipted that deci- 
sion, it cannot be accepted as an authority, as 
it seems to run counter to the general rule. 

The complaint must be dismissed, and judg- 
ment go for the defendant. 


Note—Fraud in Promise as Vitiating Validity 
of Marriage—It is seen from the instant case, 
that the court holds that a promise to do a cer- 
tain thing in the future in respect of marriage is 
not fraud for which the marriage may be an- 
nulled, upon the ground that this is not fraud in 
the making of a representation regarding an 
existing fact. 


The case of Adams vy. Gillig, 199 N. Y. 314, 92 
N. E. 670, 32 * R.A. (N. S.) 127, 20 Ann Cas. 
910, as we read it, holds that “the false state- 
ments made by the defendant of- his intention 
should, under the circumstances of this case, be 
deemed to be a statement of a material existing 
fact, of which the court will lay hold for the pur- 
pose of defeating the wrong that would otherwise 
be consummated thereby.” 


And in Troxler v. New Era Bldg. Co., 137 N. 
C. 51, 49 S. E. 58, a contract of sale of land was 
held rescindable, where inducement to sell was 
brought about by false representation of a pur- 
pose to erect buildings thereon and failed so to 
do. The court said: “Fraud consists in the fact 
that the defendants, at the time of making the 
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representation. and promise, which constituted an 
inducement to make the deed, did not intend to 
make good such representation and promise.”’ For 
cases to the contrary see State v. Blize, 37 Ore. 
404, 61. Pac. 735; Orr v. Goodloe, 93 Va. 263, 
24 S. E. 1014. . And so other cases where there 
was no fraud in making such representation. 


Barrow v. Nashville, etc., Turnp. Co., 9 Humph. |} 


304; Day v. Ft.Scott, etc., Co., 
N. E. 567.; Parsons: vi. R. ‘Co.,) 
N. W. 343. 


Moore v. Moore, 157° N. Y. Supp: 819, also 
referred to by the instant case, applied ‘the ruling 
in Adams .v. Gillig to a marital case. The ruling 
there was that where a man goes through a mar- 
riage ceremony with a woman and expresses his 
intention to perform his obligations thereunder 
and wholly fails to do so, but abandons her, the 
marriage may be annulled, the court saying: “We 

cannot suppose for one moment that the plaintiff 
would have married the defendant, had she known 
it was his mtention at once to abandon her.” 
Evidently then the representation was as to an 
existing fact. 

But in another New York case it was said that 
a mere mental reservation in the minds of the 
parties to a marriage not to consider it valid does 
riot affect its validity, because “the contract of 
marriage is something more than a mere civil 
agreement between the parties, the existence of 
which affects only themselves.” But there is no 
fraud by one party upon the other in such an 
arrangement. See, also. Bell'v: Graham (1859), 
Pin 5. Ce. th) oe 

In Anders v. Anders, 224 Mass. 438, 113 N. E. 
203, L. R. A. 1916E, 1272, the court: said: “It 
was decided in Dickinson v. Dickinson, L. R. 
(1913), 109 L. T..(N..S.) 408, that willful and 
persistent refusal on the part of the wife to allow 
any marital intercourse was ground for a decree 
of nullity of the marriage at the suit of the 
husband.” - Then the court distinguishes the case 
of Cowles v. Cowles, 112 Mass. 298, which held 
to the contrary, and says there was nothing in it 
as to preconceived intention by the w-man as 
to such intercourse, and says: “It is settled that 
a contract for the sale of goods is induced by 
fraud, and for that reason, where the purchaser 
had an inténtion when the contract was made not 
to perform his promise to pay for them. If an 
intention not to perform his promise renders a 
contract for the purchase of property voidable, 
a fortiori, the same result must follow in case 
of a contract to enter into ‘the holy estate of 
matrimony’.” See, also; Barnes v. Wyethe, 28 
Vt. 41; 1 Bishop,- Marr. Div. & Sep., § 476. 

There ought to be some legislation in regard to 
promises regarding marriage, where there is no 
intention at the time to carry them out in per- 
formance. It might be true, that it might be 
considered that failure to perform a religious rite 
is no ground for nullity, notwithstanding this be 
regarded as sacramental, because of the essen- 
tially civil aspect of the marriage, as that 
does not pertain to reasonable performance of a 
marital duty. But there seems little in the view 
of the instant case, that a promise to do a certain 
thing in the future is not a representation as to 
an existing fact. It is such a representation in 
other cases of contract, and, according to the 
Massachusetts’ view, all the more should it thus 
be deemed, when parties contract to enter “the 
holy state of matrimony.” 


153 Ill. 293, 38 
122 Mich. 482, 81 





ITEMS OF PROFESSIONAL 
INTEREST. 





RECENT DECISIONS BY THE NEW YORK 
COUNTY LAWYERS ASSOCIATION COM- 
MITTEE ON PROFESSIONAL ETHICS. 


QUESTION No. 179. 


Business ; Name—Use of individual name of 
practicing lawyer in business enterprise in 
which he is engaged; conditions indicated.— 
An attorney is contemplating entering the busi- 
ness field under his individual name, or under 
his individual name incorporated. He also de- 
sires to practice law. In the event that he 
does so enter business using his name either 
individually, or as the name of a corporation, 
would the Committee consider it improper if 
he is to practice law using the same name, 
or having his name appear in a partnership? 


ANSWER No. 179. 


In the opinion of the Committee a lawyer 
may, without impropriety, continue to practice 
in his own name, or permit the use of his 
name in the style of a law-partnership of which 
he is a member, although he be also engaged ‘in 
business under his individual name, or under 
his individual name incorporated—subject al- 
ways to the considerations suggested in the 
answer to Question No. 114. 


In that answer, the Committee has expressed 
its opinion, to’: which it adheres, that there is 
not in this country any accepted standard for 
engaging in business which warrants condem- 
nation of a lawyer for engaging in business 
while in active practice; but that°if he does 
so, he must conduct his business with due ob- 
servance of the standards of conduct required 
of him as a lawyer; that the business must not 
be inconsistent with his duties as a member 
of the legal profession; and that it is improper 
either to make the business a means for the 
solicitation of professional employment, or to 
put the solicitation of business upon the ground 
that he is a lawyer. 


If the corporate form is adopted, the corpora- 
tion must, of course, not practice law nor deal 
in the professional services of the lawyer; and 
the Committee calls attention to the possibility 
that by granting to a corporation the unlimited 
right to use in its business the name under 
which the lawyer practices (as distinguished 


from his mere surname), he may lose control 
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over the uses to which his professional name 
may be put, should the control of the corpora- 
tion .pass out of his hands. 

A number of the members of the Committee 
do not favor the practice of using the individual 
name of the lawyer as the name of a corpora- 
tion, or of a trade- or business-organization. 





REPORT OF THE MEETING OF THE CALI- 
FORNIA BAR ASSOCIATION. 





The California Bar Association met at Pasa- 
dena October 23, 24 and 25, 1919. 

The address of welcome was made by Mr. 
Henry W. O’Melveny, president of the Los An- 
geles Bar Association; the response was given 
by Mr. J. W. S. Butler of Sacramento. The 
president’s address was delivered by Hon. 
Charles S. Cushing of San Francisco, his sub- 
ject being “Acquisition of California, Its. Influ- 
ence and Development Under American Rule.” 

Thursday evening was devoted to a sym- 
posium discussion on proposed Community 
Law. 


The annual address was delivered by Hon. 
Maurice E. Harrison, dean of the Hastings Coi- 
lege of the Law, San Francisco. His subject 
was “The Declaratory Judgment in California.” 

The other sessions of the conference were 
given over to discussions of the various reports 
presented by various committees called sec- 
tions. There were some interesting entertain- 
ment features, the annual banquet being given 
on Friday evening and the conference ending 
with an automobile drive on Saturday after- 
noon. 


The following officers were elected for the 
ensuing year: President, Bradner W. Lee of 
Los Angeles; vice-presidents, William B. Bosley 
of San Francisco, Jeff P. Chandler of Los An- 
geles and A. H. Ashley of Stockton; secretary, 
Thomas W. Robinson of Los Angeles; treas- 
urer, H. C. Wyckoff of Watsonville. 








BOOKS RECEIVED. 





Cases on the Law of Property. Volume 3. 
Titles to Real Estate, Acquired Originally and 
by Transfer Inter Vivos. By Ralph W. Aigler, 
Professor of Law in the University of Michigan 
Law School. American Case Book Series. Wil- 
liam R. Vance, General Editor, St. Paul. West 
Publishing Co, 1916. Price, $5. Review will 
follow. — 





A CORRECTION. 

By mistake the printer attached the wrong 
note to the leading case of Elms v. Crane, pub- 
lished in last week’s issue (89 Cent. L. J. 433). 
The following is the note that should have fol- 
lowed this case. Make a note after the Elms 
case, referring to this page for the correct note 
thereto. The note is as follows: 


Note—Original Publisher of Libel Liable for 
Repetition.—The case of Davis v. Starrett, 97 Me. 
576, 55° Atl. 519, says, arguendo, that: “It is a 
general principle that everyone is responsible for 
the natural and necessary consequences of his 
act. And it well may be that the repetition of a 
slander may be the natural consequence of ‘the 
defendant’s original publication. The ‘same 
thought is expressed in the note to Gilson v. 
Canal Co., 65 Vt.:213, 26 Atl. 70, 36 Am. St. Rep.; 
at page 844, where the editor says: ‘If the test 
of natural and probable consequences is to be 
applied, there should certainly. be no difficulty in 
holding that the original slanderer must -be taken 
to have intended all the damages that the widest 
possible spread of the slander could produce, for 
it is the most thteadbare of truisms to say that 
nine persons out of every ten to whom a slander 
is spoken are_certain to repeat it.” 


Looking at the note by the editor we find that 
he cites authority for the proposition that “for 
the consequences of the repetition of slanderous 
words, the original utterer has uniformly been 
held not responsible,” citing several American 
cases: Stevens v. Hartwell, 11 Met. ( Mass.) 542; 
Prime v: Eastwood, 45 Iowa 640; Hastings v. 
Stetson, 126 Mass. 329, 30-Am. Rep. 683; and 
other Massachusetts cases, ending with Brert v. 
Advertiser, etc., Co., 154 Mass. 238, 28 N. E. 1. 


In the last cited case, it was said by 
Holmes, J.: “The.court was asked to rule that 
the plaintiff could not recover for repetitions 
of. the defendant’s libels by others. The court 
instructed the jury as follows: ‘One who pub- 
lishes a libel is not responsible for the injurious 
act of another: But there is a general principle 
which runs through all tort cases, which is gen- 
erally stated in this way: that a man is pre- 
sumed to intend the natural and probable conse- 
quences of his acts and that request for instruc- 
tion therefore should be qualified in that way. 
He is not responsible for the injurious acts of 
another in. publishing, but he is under obligation 
to the plaintiff to take into account and into con- 
sideration vyhat will be the natural and probable 


/ consequences of his act in putting a libel into 


circulation. To that extent he is responsible and 
only to that extent.’ . The -general proposition 
laid down is correct, no doubt, if rightly under- 
stood. But if applied to libel or slander without 
further explanation, it is likely to mislead, and 
when put as a qualification of the ruling’ asked 
hardly can fail to be so. The meaning which nat- 
urally would be conveyed to the jury is that, al- 
though a particular republication cannot be recov- 
ered for, damages tay be enhanced by the gen- 
eral probability of unlawful republications. This 
is not.the law. Wrongful acts of independent 
third persons, not actually intended by the de- 
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fendant, are not regarded by the law as natural 
consequences of his wrong, and he is not bound 
to anticipate the general probability of such acts, 
any more than of a particular act by this or that 
individual.” 


This hardly gives any definite rule in such 
matters, but certain it is that, if repetitions are 
to be taken into account, if following as the 
natural consequences of a wrong original publi- 
cation or utterance, the jury is put to the solution 
of an almost insoluble mystery, When a slander 
is uttered in a mixed company and gossip takes it 
up, or if a libel is published in a newspaper of 
limited circulation and repeated in a great metro- 
politan journal, shall a jury be told to work out 
the answer of damages? What real factors can 
they employ in such a quest? Judge Holmes 
seems to approach the truth in such a matter, but 
even then a jury must grope and grope and 
eventually make the wildest sort of a guess. 








BOOK REVIEW. 


BLACK ON FEDERAL TAXES. 





Federal taxation is furnishing an important 
field for the services of counsel. So many, 
so various and so intricate are the tax laws 
of Congress that specialists are already appear- 
ing in several large centers of wealth whose 
principal work consists in giving advice on tax 
assessments. One of the best works on this sub- 
ject is that by Mr. Henry Campbell Black, en- 
titled “A Treatise on Federal Taxes.” This is 
the fourth edition of this work and in his 
preface Mr. Black calls attention “to the nu- 
merous and radical changes, both in substance 
and in detail, introduced into the system of 
federal internal revenue taxes” since the last 
edition of his work. 


The most important recent changes were 
made in the Revenue Act of 1918, which is 
fully covered in Mr. Black’s new work. Mr. 
Black also discusses in this work, besides the 
Income Tax, the estate tax, the excess profits 
tax, the capital stock tax on corporations, the 
excise taxes, the taxes on transportation, the 
stamp tax, and miscellaneous taxes laid by the 
Act of 1918. He has also a valuable discussion 
of the assessment, payment and collection of 
internal revenue taxes. The work is done with 
that accuracy and clearness for which Mr. 
Black is so highly regarded as a text writer. 

Printed in one volume of 703 pages, bound in 
buckram and published by the Vernon Law 
Book Company, Kansas City, Mo. 





HUMOR OF THE LAW. 





Lawyer (to fair client, a defendant)—When 
a young juror looks at you, weep; when an old 
one looks at you, flirt. 





There is a certain lawyer in Manhattan whose 
clients seem entirely composed of underworld 
folk. The other day a prisoner, who had been 
picking pockets in the subway, was on trial. 
Evidence was very much against him, and the 
prosecutor kept referring to the prisoner as 
“Al Morris.” The defending lawyer resented 
this, and several times made objection, saying: 
“Your Honor, Al Morris may be a pickpocket 
and a man with a record, but this is not Al 
Morris; this is Charles Morris.” The prose- 
cutor paid little attention, and continued calling 
the prisoner Al. Finally the jury brought in a 
verdict of guilty. 

Before being led away, the prisoner turned 
to his lawyer and said: “You did the best you 
could for me. It is tough, but I’m thankful for 
your efforts. So good-by.” 

“Good,by, Al,” said the lawyer. 





The secret has leaked out that the real rea- 
son why the farmers were opposed to the day- 
light-saving plan was that they were not able 
to get the roosters to adopt it. Under the new 
plan, instead of the roosters waking up the 
farmers, it became necesary for the farmers to 
wake up the roosters. This, quite naturally, 
aroused feelings of mutual antagonism. No 
farmer relishes the task of going out each 
morning while the moon is still riding high in 
the heavens and cuffing a barnyard full of 
roosters off the perch. So there was nothing to 
do but repeal the law.—Thrift Magazine. 





When Lawrence Orr of the State Board of 
Accounts was serving as a paid examiner he 
went to Jackson County to check up the records 
in the various departments of the courthouse. 
He was acquainted with most of the county 
officials, but since his last visit Simeon L. 
Henderson had become recorder. Mr. Hender- 
son is an unusually large man, standing more 
than 6 feet. 

When Mr. Orr was introduced to Mr. Hen- 
derson he glanced up at his towering height 
and remarked: 

“Goodness, Mr. Henderson, you are a tall 
man. How tall are you, anyway?” 

To which Mr. Henderson replied: 

“In this particular case, Mr. Orr, it is not a 
question of how tall I am, but how short I am.” 

Mr. Henderson’s books checked up to the 
penny.—Indianapolis News. 
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WEEKLY DIGEST. 


Weekly Digest of Important Opinions of the 
State Courts of Last Resort and of the Federal 
Courts. 


Copy of Opinion in any case referred to in this digest 
may be procured by sending 25 cents to us or to the 
West Pub. Co., St. Paul, Minn. 
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1. Alteration of Instruments—Materiality.— 
A material alteration of a note appearing on its 
face is presumed to have been made after deliv- 
ery.—Kauffman v. Logan, Iowa, 174 N. W. 366. 

2. Bankruptey—Court of Equity.—A court of 
bankruptcy is a court of equity, and ought not 
to permit itself to be used for the purpose of 
perpetrating a fraud or attaining an inequitable 
result which a state court is successfully en- 
deavoring to prevent.—Martin v. Oliver, U. S. C. 
C. A.. 260 Fed. 89. 

3. Jurisdiction——The jurisdiction of the 
federal court over the assets of a bankrupt and 
over the actions of the trustee in bankruptcy 
is exclusive, and the state courts have no jur- 
isdiction over either during the pendency of 
the proceedings; the remedy of a creditor in 
such a case being by application to the federal 
court.—Greene v. Moore, Cal., 184 Pac. 506. 


4. Stock Exchange.—A bankruptcy trustee 
is not entitled to proceeds derived from selling 
the bankrupt’s membership in the New York 
Stock Exchange until the bankrupt’s dues to, 
and debts within, the Exchange have been de- 
termined by the Exchange’s committee and de- 
ducted.—Solinsky v. New York Stock Exchange, 
U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 266. 

5. Banks and Banking—Check.—A check is 
intended for payment and not for circulation, 
and a collecting bank must forward out of town 
checks for collection within a reasonable time 
and by a reasonably direct route, but the usual 
commercial route is sufficient, and customary 
speed of banks similarly . situated is all that 
holder may expect.—Richardson Grain Separat- 














or Co. v. East Hennepin State Bank, Minn., 174 
N. W. 415. 


6. Consolidation—A purchase by definite 
contract by one banking corporation of the 
assets of another and the assumption of debts 
specified in the contract does not constitute a 
merger or consolidation, and does not, in the ab- 
sence of fraud, make the purchasing corpora- 
tion liable for all the debts of the selling cor- 
poration.—Drovers’ & Mechanics’ Nat. Bank of 
Baltimore, Md., v. First Nat. Bank of Sutton, 
W. Va, U. BC. C. A, 360 Bed. 9. 

7. Bills and Notes—Bad Faith.—That a rail- 
road company secured debt of a realty com- 
pany, evidenced by its note, by the deposit of 
substituted collateral, including a note given to 
railroad company by defendant, which had been 
obtained by fraud, did not render its acceptance 
by plaintiff an act of bad faith, or otherwise 
deprive him of character of holder in due course. 
—Gigoux v. Moore, Kan., 184 Pac. 637. 

8.——Failure of Consideration.—In an action 
on an acceptance of a bill of exchange, the bur- 
den is on plaintiff to show that he is an inno- 
cent holder, where the drawer could not recover 
because of failure of consideration.—Baldwin v. 
Miller, Iowa, 174 N. W. 375. 


9. Notice of Defect.—Where note was pro- 
cured by fraud and misrepresentation, holder 
could not recover thereon, if he took note with 
notice thereof, or after it had become due, or 
without value.—Bernhard v. Commercial Secur- 
ity Co., Ky., 215 S. W. 84. 


10. Power of Attorney.—An indorsement on 
a note and a mortgage of realty, executed by 
“Trustee North Ga. Col. School (Seal)” by one 
B., as secretary, of several names, the last being 
B, “with power of attorney,’ where such power 
of attorney was not included in the record, at 
most only indicated an ordinary individual in- 
dorsement.—Hastey v. Roberts, Ga., 100 S. E. 
569. 


11. Boundaries—Monuments. — First import- 
ance is to be given to calls for objects on the 
ground, and if such objects can be identified, or 
if they have been destroyed or have disappeared, 
but their previous location can be shown, then 
the lines will be run accordingly, and the mere 
fact that the primitive land marks have disap- 
peared does not authorize the limiting of the 
lines and confining of the boundaries by calls 
for distance in the field notes.—Houston Oil Co. 
of Texas v. Choate, Tex., 215 S. W. 118. 











12. Brokers—Fiduciary Relation. — Where a 
corporation sued a real estate agent which it 
had engaged to procure for a factory site, on the 
ground that despite the fiduciary relation, he 
made a secret profit, the burden of establishing 
the fiduciary relation is on the corporation.—H. 
J. Jaeger Co. v. Hannan, N. J., 108 Atl. 1. 

13. Carriers of Goods—Delay.—Public Service 
Commission Act, § 40, changed the rule as to the 
burden of proof in actions against carriers for 
damages from delay in transporting a shipment 
by providing that on proof by the shipper the 
delay, and that damage or loss was caused 
thereby, the burden should shift to the carrier 
to show the delay was not due to its negligence. 
—Cunningham v. Chicago & A. R. Co., Mo., 215 
Ss. W. 5. 
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14, Furnishing of Cars.—Where it was a! beverage, warranting it to be nonintoxicating, 


carrier’s custom to furnish cars to’ shipper of 
cotton, which, after loading, was inspected by 
employe of an inspection bureau, who made and 
delivered to carrier a certificate of inspection 
and sealed the cars after which shipper had 
nothing to do with transit, a subsequent destruc- 
tion of cotton by fire made carrier liable for its 
value.—St. Louis & S. F. R. Co. v. Blocker, Okla., 
184 Pac. 584. 


15. Proximate Cause.—Plaintiffs, who ship- 
ped tools by express, were entitled to recover 
damages from failure to transport and deliver 
the loss which proximately accrued from viola- 
tion of the company’s contract of prompt and 
safe carriage, and which could have been rea- 
sonably presumed to have been in contempla- 
tion of the parties when the contract was made, 
and to have resulted from failure to perform.— 
Pendergraph v. American Ry. Express Co., N. C., 
100 S. E. 525. 


16. Carriers of Passengers — Franchise. — 
Where a street railway company accepted a 
franchise, the terms of which fixed the rate of 
fare to be charged, the company is not entitled 
to have the municipality enjoined from enforc- 
ing the franchise rate on the theory that in- 
creased operating costs rendered the rate con- 
fiscatory, and that to require it to operate its 
cars at such rate would deprive it of its prop- 
erty without due process of law, deny it the 
equal protection of the laws, and force it into 
financial ruin.—Michigan Ry. Co. v. City of 
Lansing, U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 322. 


17. Champerty and Maintenance—Cotenancy. 
—A conveyance by one tenant in common to his 
cotenant of his undivided interest in land held 
adversely is not champertous.—Smith y. Braley, 
Okla., 184 Pac. 586. 


18. Commerce—Burden on.—Not every exer- 
cise of the police power of a state affecting in- 
terstate commerce is valid, as no direct or undue 
burden may be imposed.—Mill Creek Coal & 
Coke Co. v. Public Service Commission, W. Va., 
100 S. B. 557. 

19. Interstate Transaction.—Property ship- 
ped from Missouri into Idaho, which has reached 
its destination and been unloaded from car pre- 
paratory to delivery under a conditional sale 
contract, is no longer in interstate commerce, 
but is a part of the mass of taxable property 
within Idaho.—Wrought Iron Range Co. v. Rich, 
Idaho, 184 Pac. 627. 

20. Constitutional Law — Citizenship. — The 
privileges and immunities. of citizens of the 
United States,;- which the Fourteenth Amend- 
ment, recognizing a distinction between citizen- 
ship of the United States and citizenship of one 
of the states, places beyond abridgment by the 
states, are those which owe their existence to 
the federal government, its national character, 
its constitution, or its laws.—Maxwell vy. Bugbee, 
U. S. S. C., 40 Sup. Ct. 2. 

21.——Taxation.—Under the charters granted 
in 1845 to the Southern and the Muscogee Rail- 
road Companies, making their roads taxable 
only in a certain way and to a certain amount, 
held, though the companies were later merged, 
there could be no further taxation of the lease- 
hold of the lessee of the roads.—Central of 
Georgia Ry. Co. v. Wright, U. S. S.:C., 40 Sup. 
Ct. 1. 

22. Contracts—Change of Contract. — The 
court cannot by implication add to or change a 
contract which is clear and complete in itself.— 
South Utah Mines & Smelters v. Utah Leasing 
Co., U. S. C. C. A., 260 Fed. 149. 

23. Merger.—Generally all prior negotia- 
tions are merged in a_contract.—Bashaw-Joy 
Co. v. Walsh, Ia., 174 N. W. 39 

24.——Mutuality.—Want of mutuality in a 
contract is no defense to either party, except in 
cases of executory contracts, and it has no ap- 
plication to an executed bargain; and a party 
cannot set up lack of mutlality as a defense to 
the enforcement of a contract, where he has 
received the consideration moving to him there- 
under.—Nolle v. Mutual Union Brewing Co., Pa., 
108 Atl, 23. ; 

25. Public Policy—Contract of manufac- 
turer, on selling to a soft drink merchant a new 





and agreeing to indemnify him against all dam- 
ages for prosecution for violation of prohibition 
law by reason of retailing it, being entered into 
and acted on in good faith by retailer, is not 
against public policy.—Owens v. Henderson 
Brewing Co., Ky., 215 S. W. 90. 

26. Signing and Execution.—One able to 
read, who executed a written contract without 
reading it, cannot avoid liability. thereon be- 
cause he signed without Knowing its contents, 
when his so doing was not induced by any action 
or representation amounting to fraud on part 
of person with whom he was dealing.—Bateman 
v. Small & Tharpe, Ga:, 100 S. E. 573. 

27. Conversion—Bequest.—A bequest of the 
residuary estate, real and personal, to the execu- 
tor, in trust, if necessary to carry out the pro- 
visions of the will, works a conversion of the 
realty into personalty, especially where the ex- 
ecutor has power of sale equivalent to an im- 
perative direction to sell—New Jersey Title 
Guarantee & Trust Co. v. Smith, N. J., 108 Atl. 16. 


28. Corporations—Reorganization.—Upon the 
dissolution of a corporation which has ceased to 
do business, its stockholders having organized a 
new corporation to carry on the business .of the 
old and to take over its assets, stock being ex- 
changed share for share, the assets of the old 
corporation constitute a trust fund for the pay- 
ment of the debts of the former company.— 
Okmulgee Window Glass Co. v. Frink, U. S. C. 
Cc. A., 260 Fed. 159. 


29. Services.—Officers and directors of a 
corporation, who have rendered services to it 
under an agreement, express or implied, that 
they shall receive reasonable, but indefinite, 
compensation, may recover what their services 
are worth, and it is within power of board of 
directors to fix and pay reasonable salaries to 
them after their discharge of duties of. their 
office.—Spalding v. Enid Cemetery Ass’n, Okla., 
184 Pac. 579. 

30. Criminal Law—Dependency.—Where ab- 
sent father, for two years immediately preced- 
ing finding of accusation against him, failed and 
refused to provide for his dependent child, the 
time when original separation took place is 
entirely immaterial, as child’s continuing de- 
pendency vitalizes the offense, and that:absence 
and dependency began more than two. years 
before accusation, was no ground for inter- 
position of statute of limitations—Towns v. 
State, Ga., 100 S. EB. 575. 

31. Election.—The state in a prosecution is 
not compelled to elect on which one of the two 
or more offenses it seeks to convict the defend- 
ant, where the evidence does not disclose sep- 
arate and distinct transactions.—State: v. Wil- 
son N. M., 184 Pac. 531. 

32. Intent.—Under an indictment for con- 
spiracy for the sale of narcotic drugs in connec- 
tion with a physician in violation of Harrison 
Act Dec. 17, 1914 § 2 (Comp. St., § 6287h), evi- 
dence of sales made by defendants in the same 
manner after such physician had withdrawn and 
another had taken his place held admissible as 
tending to show intent.—Workin v. United 
States, U. S.C. C. A., 260 Fed. 137. 


33. Misdemeanor. — Where the indictment 
charged both a misdemeanor and a high mis- 
demeanor (grand larceny), verdict of “guilty of 
the misdemeanor aforesaid” must be referred to 
the charge of misdemeanor, and not of grand 
larceny.—State v. Levin, N. J., 108 Atl. 10. 


34. Quotient Verdict.—Affidavit of juror is 
inadmissible to impeach verdict as a quotient 
verdict.—Snow v. State, Ark., 215 S. W. 3. 


35. Self-Serving Statement.—In a prosecu- 
tion for murder, it was not error to refuse to 
receive appellant’s proof that on a different oc- 
casion, and some time subsequent to that on 
which defendant had uttered a’ threat against 
deceased, the defendant said to a third party 
deceased cursing him hurt the deceased worse 
than defendant; such evidence being hearsav 
and self-serving.—Gilbert v. State, Tex., 215 S. 
W. 106. 


36. Death—Non-Resident Alien.—A nonresi- 
dent alien may maintain an action under the 
Employers’ Liability Act for the death of her 
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son against his employer.—Garvin v. Western 
Cooperage Co., Ore., 184 Pac.. 555. 

37. Public Policy.—Under the decisions of 
the Supreme Court, which, being upon a ques- 
tion of general law, are binding upon all federal 
courts, where the statute of a state permits re- 
covery for wrongful death an action for a death 
occurring in that state may be maintained in 
any state whose statute or public policy is not 
inconsistent with the statute sought to be en- 
forced.—Weissengoff v. Davis, U. S. Go An 
260 Fed. 16. 

38. Divoree—Desertion.—A wife was entitled 
to divorce for desertion, as against defense of 
living apart by tacit consent, although, after 
her husband said to her he had no place to take 
her and no home for her, she lived in her daugh- 
ter’s house and did not make any effort to in- 
duce her husband to provide a home, he being 
able to do so, where the husband made no effort 
to induce her to live with him, the duty to make 
the effort lying chiefly on the husband.—Shaw 
v. Shaw, N. J., 108 Atl. 6. 

39. Reopening Case.—It was within the dis- 
cretion of the court to reopen a divorce case 
after both parties had closed for the purpose of 
receiving additional evidence on the part of the 
plaintiff, plaintiff having been somewhat guard- 
ed in the language she used in the first instance. 
—Meyer v. Meyer, Ia., 174 N. W. 356 

40. Temporary Alimony.—A judgment al- 
lowing temporary alimony, including expenses 
of litigation, is subject to the supervisory power 
of the trial court.—Spooner v. Spooner, Ga., 100 
Ss. E 

41. Domicile—Intent.—A domicile once ac- 
quired is presumed to continue until it is shown 
to have been changed, and the burden of proof 
rests upon a party alleging a change of domicile 
to establish by reasonably satisfactory evidence 
both the fact of residence in the new locality 
and the intention to remain there.—Agassiz v. 
Trefry, U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 226. 

42. Dower—Election—Widow cannot claim 
both dower and homestead, although she may 
elect which she will take, which election is 
binding upon her.—James vy. Reeves, Ky., 216 S. 
W. 66. 

43. Ejeetment—Burden of Proof.—Plaintiff in 
ejectment must recover on the strength of his 
own title, and not because of any weakness in 
the title of his adversary.—Turner v. Liebel, 
Ky., 215 S. W. 70. 

44. Hquity—Laches.—Delay alone, even if 
unreasonable, does not constitute laches.—Man- 
court-Winters Coal Co. v. St. Claiy Paper Co., 
U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 330. 

45. Eish—Migratory.—tThe title to migratory 
fish, ferae naturae, while in a state of freedom, 
so far as a right of property can be asserted, is 
in the state, not as a proprietor, but in its sov- 
ereign capacity, for the benefit of and in trust 
for citizens of the state in common.—State v. 
Savage, Ore., 184 Pac. 567. 


46. Frauds, Statute of—Oral Agreement.—An 
oral agreement to devise real estate to another 
in consideration of services to be performed is 
within the statute of frauds, and cannot be en- 
forced.—Duke’s Adm’r vy. Crump, Ky., 215 S. W. 
41. 


47. Fraudulent Conveyances—Estoppel. — A 
fraudulent purchaser of property is not entitled 
to have it subjected to the satisfaction of a lien 
on it which existed in his favor prior to his pur- 
chase.—Crawford v. Broussard, U. 8S. C. C. A,, 
260 Fed. 122. 


48. Highways—Nuisance.—While work per- 
formed on a public highway in an unlawful 
manner or for no lawful purpose cannot be jus- 
tified although performed under direction of 
authorized officers, a lawful act performed in a 
lawful way cannot create a nuiSance, and does 
not give rise to an action in tort.—Shepard v. 
Utah Light & Traction Co., Utah, 184 Pac. 542. 

49. Homestead—-Divorce. — An absolute di- 
vorce, granted a wife, terminated her husband’s 
homestead right in property occupied by them. 
—Mize v. Boston, Ky., 215 S. W. 33. 

50. Homicide—Apparent Danger.—Defendant 
had no right to shoot deceased while deceased 














was attacking defendant’s companion with open 
knife, unless at time of firing shot he believed, 
and had reasonable grounds to believe, that he 
was then and there in danger of death or the 
infliction of great bodily harm at the hands of 
deceased and that it was necessary to shoot in 
order to avert such danger.—Mullins v. Com- 
monwealth, Ky., 215 S. W. 56 

51. Manslaughter.—“Voluntary manslaugh- 
ter’’ occurs where one person kills another in 
the heat of passion, while “involuntary man- 
slaughter” occurs where a person, in commit- 
ting an unlawful act not felonious or tending to 
great bodily harm, or in committing a lawful 
act without proper caution, or requisite skill, 
unguardedly or undesignedly kills another.— 
State v. Long, Dél., 108 Atl. 36 
_ 52. Reasonable Doubt.—Although accuser, 
in a prosecution for homicide, need not prove 
insanity beyond a reasonable doubt, it must be 
clearly proved.—Zimmerman v. State, Tex., 215 
Ss. W. 101. 

53. Injunction—Liability on Bond.—Liability 
on the injunction bond must await the final dis- 
position of the proceeding on the merits, as 
reasons may appear on final hearing for grant- 
ing an injunction, though a preliminary restrain- 
ing order may have been dissolved in the mean- 
time.—Winston v. Ladner, Pa., 108 Atl. 22. 

54. Insurance—Negligence.—Mere faults or 
negligence of insured, unaffected by any fraud 
or design, do not constitute a defense to an 
action on a fire policy, but this rule will not 
excuse extreme reckless and inexcusable negli- 
gence on part of insured, the consequences of 
which must have been palpably obvious to him 
at the time, and which he will be presumed to 
have intended.—Nash v. American Ins. Co., Ia., 
174 N. W. 378. 

55.— Rescission.—An insurance company, on 

learning of its agent’s unauthorized act in de- 
livering policies and taking applicant’s notes 
payable to applicant and indorsed in blank and 
in assigning them to a third party, might repudi- 
ate the agent’s act and demand a return of Taf 
cies.—Hoidale v. Cooley, Minn., 174 N. W. 413. 
_ 56. Terminable Contract.—Where a life 
insurance company gave its agent a contract 
terminable at will of either party, without cause 
or notice, the original terms of which were 
modified to provide additional reward for addi- 
tional services, provisions that should the con- 
tract terminate by resignation, death, dismissal 
or otherwise during the year, the salary or com- 
mission which the agent had received should be 
in full of all his claims and demands, were in the 
nature of forfeitures, not favored in law, and 
will not be enforced in the absence of clear proof 
that they were so intended.—Teague v. Ameri- 
can Nat. Ins, Co., Tex., 215 S. W. 131. 


57. Judgment—Attorney and Client.—Attor- 
ney’s negligence in failing to prepare and file 
answer should be imputed. to client.—Lucas v. 
Stanley, Ky., 215 S. W. 38. 


58. Constructive Service.—A valid personal 
judgment cannot be rendered in a case, when 
notice to defendant is by publication only, and 
there has been no appearance by or on behalf 
of defendant.—Clark v. Clark, La., 82 So. 875. 


59. Libel and Slander—Privileged Communi- 
cation.—An instruction, in a libel case for pub- 
lishing false account of a public meeting and 
plaintiff’s participation therein, that if defend- 
ant did not know the reporter’s article to be 
false the implication could not be. drawn from 
article itself as in ordinary cases of libel, if it 
was based on reasonable or probable cause, as 
it would then be a privileged communication, 
was not reversible error.—Wharen v. Dershuck, 
Pa., 108 Atl. 18. 


60. Repetition.—Voluntary and unauthor- 
ized repetitions of a slander by third persons, 
current rumors and reports thereof and dam- 
ages flowing therefrom, are not regarded by law 
as the. natural or probable consequences of the 
original utterance of the slander.—Maytag v. 
Cummins, U. S. €. C. A., 260 Fed. 74. 

61. Limitations of Actions—Demand.—An in- 
strument reading: “I testify that on November 
30, 1903, Santos Luna deposited six hundred 
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dollars in my care, I paying him five per cent 
interest per annum. This money is guaranteed 
by me”’—signed by defendant, was properly 
treated as a certificate of deposit, on which the 
statute of limitations begins to run against the 
depositor at the time when demand for payment 
is made.—Luna v. Montoya, N. M., 184 Pac. 533. 

62. New Cause of Action.—The safest test 
of whether an amended petition introduces a 
new cause of action, relative to bar of limita- 
tions, is whether the same evidence would sup- 
port both pleadings, and whether the allegations 
are subject to the same defenses.—El Paso 
Times Co. v. Fuller, Tex., 215 S. W. 113. 

63. Master and Servant—Assumption of Risk. 
—A blacksmith who continued in his employ- 
ment assumed the risk incident to the reckless- 
ness and incompetency of his helper, though he 
had complained to employer, where he had not 
made known to employer that he was unwilling 
to continue in the employment if helper was 
not removed.—Tatum v. Marsh Mines Consoli- 
dated, Wash., 184 Pac. 628. 

64. Employment.—Where, during the exe- 
cution of a contract of employment, the parties 
thereto have accepted and acted upon a certain 
interpretation of one of its provisions, a court 
will not, in a litigation subsequently arising, 
readily adopt another interpretation, more fa- 
vorable to one of the litigants.—Dunbar v. Or- 
leans Metal Bed Co., La., 82 So. 889. 

65. Tools and Appliances.—The rule requir- 
ing exercise of reasonable care to furnish rea- 
sonably safe tools and appliances extends to 
simple tools.—Swaim v. Chicago, R. I. & P. Ry. 
Co., Ia., 174 N. W. 384 

66. J law of estoppel applicable 
to the acts of persons in contractual dealings 
holding others out to the public as their agents 
does not apply to an action ex delicto for per- 
sonal injury, involving the issue of agency be- 
tween defendant and one whose negligence 
caused the injury.—Jung v. New Orleans Ry. & 
Light Co., La., 82 So. 870. 

67. Wrongful Discharge.—A counterclaim 
for unpaid salary after a discharge from em- 
ployment which does not show how it was to 
be paid, nor that employe had been wrongfully 
discharged or tendered performance after dis- 
charge, is insufficient to sustain a claim for 
wrongful discharge.—Guaranty Motors Co. v. 
Hudford Philadelphia Sales Co., Pa., 108 Atl. 30. 

68. Mechanics’ Liens—Materialman. — Where 
the owner had knowledge that materials for 
buildings were furnished on credit to the con- 
tractor or had knowledge of such circumstances 
as to put him upon inquiry, and payments to the 
contractor were not made by him strictly ac- 
cording to the terms of the contract, a material- 
man is entitled to lien; the owner having known 
such materialman had the right to perfect his 
lien by et with statute—Orcutt Co. v. 
Schlappi, Ia., 174 N. W. 403. 

69. Mines and Minerals—Severance.—Where 
there is a severance of the mineral estate from 
the surface estate, the owner of the minerals 
does not lose his right or his possession by any 
length of nonuser, nor can the owner of the 
surface acquire title to the minerals by his ex- 
clusive and continued opuonney of the surface 
merely.—Scott v. Laws, Ky., 215 S. W. 81. 

70. Officers—Ministerial Duty.—An aggrieved 
person has a common-law right of action against 
an officer violating a ministerial duty.—Leland 
v. Wescott, U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 343. - 

71. Partnership—Good Faith.—The obligation 
of good faith in dealings between partners is 
not confined to persons actually engaged in con- 
ducting a partnership, but extends to persons 
negotiating for a partnership and to persons 
who have dissolved partnership, but who have 
not completely wound up and settled the part- 
nership affairs.—Mollowell v. Satterfield, Ky., 
215 S. W. 63. 

72. Patents — Borrowing Inventiveness. — 
There is no infringement in borrowing an in- 
ventive idea from one art and applying it in 
the construction of a device for use in another 
art.—Dayton Engineering Laboratories Co. v. 
oe Kent Mfg. Co., U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 187. 

Identity of Result.—lIdentity of results 


ealamnek: irrespective of process or apparatus 





employed, is not proof of infringement.—Pe- 
troleum Rectifying Co. of California v. Reward 
Oil Co., U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 183. 

74. Pledges—Promissory Note.—A negotiable 
note could be pledged by mere delivery, without 
the necessity of notice to the maker.—Succession 
of Bier, La., 82 So. 868. 

75. Principal and Agent—Liability of Agent. 
—Ordinarily, an agent is not personally liable to 
a third person for mere nonfeasance.—Wendland 
v. Berg, Ia., 174 N. W. 410 

76. Process—Sheriff’s Return.—The language 
of sheriff's return need not be couched in the 
language of the statute, any language showing 
compliance with statute being as effectual as 
_* used in statute.—Cain v. Courter, Mo., 215 

77. Railroads—Intoxicated Passenger. — In- 
toxicated occupants of an automobile approach- 
ing a railroad crossing must exercise for their 
own safety the same degree of care required of 
sober persons under like circumstances.—Gra- 
ham’s Adm’rs yv. Illinois Cent. R. Co., Ky., 215 
S. W. 60. 

78. Look and Listen.—Driver of an auto- 
mobile, attempting to cross a railroad with his 
curtains up, who stopped to look and listen, and 
then proceeded on signal from a section man 115 
feet to the point of collision, held negligent as a 
matter of law in failing to pay attention, exer- 
cise care, and have his car under control after 
starting to make the crossing.—Sturgeon v. 
Minneapolis & St. L. R. Co., Ia., 174 N. W. 381. 

79. Physical Facts.—A directed verdict for 
defendant held warranted, where the physical 
facts contradicted plaintiff's evidence, and clear- 
ly proved that plaintiff, riding in a motor car, 
must have seen the train, which carried a strong 
headlight, if she had looked.—Anderson v. Dick- 
inson, Ia., 174 N. W. 402. 


80. Religious Societies—Rules and Regula- 
tions.—In matters relating to a church or other 
voluntary organization, its members are bound 
by and required to conform to its laws, and on 
a proper occasion will be enjoined from acting 
a ee v. Iwanowski, Pa., 108 
Atl. 


81. Sales—Implied Warranty.—The seller of 
tomatoes being informed that they were to be 
used for canning, there is an implied warranty 
of their reasogable fitness for that purpose.— 
Warrington v. Reese, Del., 108 Atl. 33. 


82. Trusts—Fee Tail.—If a will gave a fee 
tail special to one person on the death of an- 
other, the statute executed the use by convert- 
ing the estate into a fee simple.—Hayden v. 
Hayden, N. C., 100 S. E. 515. 


83. War—Alien Enemy.—Under Trading with 
the Enemy Act, § 9, providing that any person 
not an enemy claiming an interest in money or 
property in the hands of the alien property cus- 
todian may bring suit in equity therefor in a 
Federal District Court, making the custodian a 
party, the enemy owner, if a nonresident alien, 
is not a necessary wd to such suit.—Spiegel- 
berg v. Garvan, U. S. D. C., 260 Fed. 302. 

84. Water and eee Courses—lIrrigation.— 
Upper owner has no right, by use of water for 
irrigation purposes, to deprive lower owner of 
sufficient water for his domestic purposes.— 
Drake v. Tucker, Cal., 184 Pac. 502. 


85. Wilis—Olographic.—The sufficiency of the 
date of an olographic will must be determined 
from the face of the will.—Succession of Beird, 
La., 82 So. 881. 


86. Life Estate——A will leaving an estate 
to another for life “with full power and author- 
ity to sell or otherwise dispose of, mortgage or 
in any way incumber the whole or any part of 
said property as he shall see fit,” gave only a 
life estate with power of disposai during life.— 
McDermott v. Zimmerman, N. J., 108 Atl. 7. 


87. Title by Descent.—Where a devise in a 
will gives the same estate to the devisee, testa- 
trix’s husband, that he would have taken under 
the statute of descent in the absence of a will, 
he still takes the worthier title by descent, and 
not under the will—Herring v. Herring, Ia., 
174 N. W. 364. 
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ADVOCACY, 
under what circumstances is 
coach a witness, 167. 


it proper to 


ALIENS, 
liability of alien to pay 
curities placed in 
agent, 2. 
is an American-born wife of 


income tax on se- 
hands of a resident 


an Austrian 


residing in this country an alien enemy, 
112. 


deportation of aliens who advocate the over- 
throw of government by force, 369. 


APPEAL AND ERROR, 
what character of error gives basis for a 
new trial, 95. 
case made vy. old bill of exceptions, 192. 
simplifying methods of appeal in ‘Kansas, 
269. 


ARREST, 
is absence caused by arrest and conviction 
voluntary, 316. 


ATTORNEY AND CLIENT, 
soliciting a damage suit before the corpse 
has been recently buried, 215. 


AUTOMOBILES, 

proximate cause of injury to one other than 
driver in an automobile, 31 

liability of auto owner where servant using 
car deviates from direct route while on 
his master’s business, 59. 

responsibility of general employer for tort 
of chauffeur occurring during period in 
which automobile and chauffeur are rented 
to special employer, 97. 


ARMY AND NAVY, 
important new decision on reinstatement of 
insurance of discharged soldiers, 160. 


BAIL, 


money deposited as bail not garnishable, 
267. 


BAILMENTS, 
liability of bailee for delivery to agent of 
owner who acted in excess of his powers, 
60. 


BANKRUPTCY, 
bankruptcy as a ground for removal of suit 
from state to federal court, 390. 


BANKS AND BANKING, 
bank borrowing money in excess of charter 
limits, 341. 





BAR ASSOCIATIONS, 

bar association meetings for 1919—when and 
where to be held, 52, 126, 234, 0. 

special notice to members of the American 
Bar Association, 16. 

program of the meeting of the 
Bar Association, 865. 

program of the meeting of the Alabama Bar 
Association, 16. 

program of the meeting of the Colorado Bar 
Association, 16. 

program of the meeting of the 
Bar Association, 87. 

program of the meeting of the North Caro- 
lina Bar Association, 51. 

program of the meeting of the Tennessee 
Bar Association, 234. 

report of the meeting of the California Bar 
Association, 453. 

report of the meeting of the New Mexico 
Bar Association, 234. 

report of the meeting of the South Dakota 
Bar Association, 160. 


Missouri 


Missouri 


BENEFIT SOCIETIES, 
waiver of by-laws regulating conduct of 
members of benefit societies and those 
limiting their substantive rights, 23. 
dependency entitling member in fraternal 
society to designate beneficiary, 397. 


BILLS AND NOTES, 
— on a note payable to alternative payees, 
49 


indorser “without recourse” guaranteees 
regularity and genuineness, 307. 


BOOKS RECEIVED, 
52, 106, 126, 344, 418, 453. 


EOOK REVIEWS, 
reviews, miscellaneous, 
—_ Government of the British Empire, 
325. 
Rosenbaum’s Rule Making Authority, 197. 
— A Lawyer’s Study of the Bible, 
434. 


reviews of text-books, 
Black on Federal Taxation, 454. 
Thompson’s Title to Real Property, 361. 


BREACH OF MARRIAGE PROMISE, 
failure to inquire into competency of party 
to marry barring action for breach of 
promise, 177. 


CARRIERS OF LIVE’ STOCK, 
when delivery of live stock is effected by 
railroad where shipper is required to un- 
load, 240. 


COMMERCE, 
see INTERSTATE COMMERCE. 











460 CENTRAL LAW JOURNAL 


No. 26 








CONFLICT OF LAWS, 
meaning of the phrase, “Rights of Ex-Ter- 
ritoriality, 1. 


CONTRACTS, 
wartime impossibility of performance of 
contract, 61. 
public policy and contracts, 153. 
military service and contracts of employ- 
ment, 278. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW, 
see FREE SPEECH. 
see TAXATION. 
see TREATIES. 
the League of Nations and the Constitution, 
21 


constitutionality of employers’ liability act 
which imposes liability for accident with- 
out fault of employe, 131. ? 

modern views on amending the Constitu- 
tion, 188. 

construction of legal tender acts, 287. 

must the ratification of a constitutional 
amendment be itself ratified by the people 
under the referendum, 334. 

constitutionality of General Order No. 50 
with reference to suits against railroads 
under federal control, 426. 


CORPORATIONS, 

fraud in the organization of a corporation 
making its stockholders liable as part- 
ners, 48. 

are two corporations distinct entities where 
the same stockholders control both, 78. 

capitalization of prospective profits, 293. 

right of corporations having non-par value 
shares to do business in a state which re- 
quires par value shares, 316. 

bank borrowing money in excess of charter 
limits, 341. 


COURTS, 
see FEDERAL COURTS. 
summary jurisdiction of court to compel its 
own officers to do justice is not limited by 
ordinary rules of legal obligation, 315. 


CRIMINAL TRIAL, 
mistake in indictment as giving ground for 
new trial, 203. 


DAMAGES, 
can one suffer mental anguish by reason of 
not receiving a telegram, 96. 
the proper appraisements of rights of per- 
sonality—the Ford case, 149. 
legitimate expense in attempting to mini- 
mize loss, 195. 


DECLARATORY JUDGMENTS, 
binding declaration of rights, 51. 
DEEDS, 
validity of conditions restricting alienation 
of property to particular classes of per- 
sons, 351 


DIRECT ACTIONIST, 
see SED*TION. 


DIVORCE, 
see MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE. 


ELECTIONS, 
the Susan B. Anthony Amendment—effect of 
its ratification on the rights of the states 
to regulate and control suffrage and elec- 
tions, 169. 


EMPLOYER®D’ LIABILITY ACT, 
constitutionality of employers’ liability act 
which imposes liability for accident with- 

out fault of employe, 131. 





EVIDENCE, 

see FORGERY. 

see HANDWRITING. 

is a witness’ expression that he was “care- 
ful’’ ground for reversal, 185. 

the proper manner of submitting material to 
a toxicologist in medical legal cases, 318. 

the “R---t” case as calling for expert testi- 
mony as to handwriting, 242. 

legal position of unstamped documents, 354. 


EXECUTORS AND ADMINISTRATORS, 
is the expense of a tombstone to be included 
among funeral expenses, 2. 


FEDERAL COURTS, 
five to four decisions of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, 206. 


FISH, 
see GAME LAWS. 


FORGERY, 
ean finger-prints be forged, 448. 


FRAUDS, STATUTE OF, 
is an agreement to answer for the debt or 
default of another within the statute of 
frauds where the promissor is interested 
in the payment of the debt, 260. 


FREE SPEECH, 
~— of speech in time of war, 197, 251, 


87. 
the extent to which Congress can suppress 
the right of free speech, 443. 


GAME LAWS, 
right of riparian owner to use traps to catch 
fish. 231. 


GARNISHMENT, 
money deposited as bail not garnishable, 267. 


HANDWRITING, 
can finger-prints be forged, 448. 
the “R---t’” case as calling for expert testi- 
mony as to handwriting, 242. 


HIGH COST OF LIVING, 
the high cost of living is part of the problem 
of social unrest, 367. 


HUMOR OF THE LAW, 
16, 34, 52, 70, 88, 106, 126, 144, 162, 180, 198, 
216, 234, 252, 270, 288, 308, 326, 344, 362, 
382, 400, 418, 436, 454. 


INSURANCE, 
see BENEFIT SOCIETIES. 
see LIFE INSURANCE. 


INCOME TAX, 

liability of alien to pay income tax on se- 
curities placed in hands of a resident 
agent, 2. 

is a trustee liable to pay an income tax out 
of the property of the bankrupt, 133. 

taxing incomes of non-residents without al- 
lowing the same exemptions allowed to 
citizens, 151. 


| INNKEEPERS, 


u lien of innkeeper on property of third person 
in possession of guest, 67. 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE, 
a criticism of the Warfield Plan for the 





reorganization of the Interstate Commerce 
| Comnsaiaston incorporated in Senate Bill 
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INSURANCE, 
death by suicide “by an insane” as or not 
covering act by one unconscious of its 
physical effect, 103. 


INTOXICATING LIQUORS, 

enjoining the enforcement of the 
prohibition act, 24. 

is 2.75 per cent beer intoxicating, 41. 

defining the term “Intoxicating Liquors” 
under the wartime prohibition act and the 
eighteenth amendment, 57. 

is beer an intoxicating liquor, 

what is beer, 263. 

the power of Congress to define the term 
intoxicating liquor, 320. 


wartime 


an 
ad. 


JUDGMENTS, 
influence on American decisions of the com- 
mon law rule of entirety of judgments in 
tort actions, 62. 
authority of an interim judge to pass sen- 
tence after the return of the regular judge, 
294. 


ra 


JURIES, 
liability of petit juror for criminal contempt 


for concealing his acquaintance with de- 
fendant, 187. 

Shall the jury be abolished in civil cases, 
221, 261, 287. 


LABOR UNIONS, 
see WORK AND LABOR. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT, 
may a tenant recover for a continuing tres- 


pass existing before his tenancy com- 
menced, 168. 
is a contractor liable to third person for 


defective condition 
structure, 332. 


of repairs made upon 


LARCENY, 
grand larceny in aggregating values of sev- 
eral larcenous acts, 213. 


LAW AND LAWYERS, 

the old order changeth—what shall the new 
order be, 39. 

our oldest subscribers, 106. 

Edmund Burke—his writings, speeches and 
character, 134. 

the law is fairer than men, 317. 

what is a successful lawyer, 270. 

the influence of the lawyer upon the trend 
of modern legislation, 392. 


LEAGUE OF NATIONS, 
see TREATIES. 


LIBEL AND SLANDER, 
the proper appraisement of rights of per- 
sonality—the Ford case, 149. 
liability for secondary publication of a libel, 
223. 


original publisher of libel liable for repeti- 
tion, 433, 453. 


LICENSES, 
when is a tax not a tax but the condition 
of a license to do business, 111. 


LIFE INSURANCE, 
assignment of insurance to one without in- 
—— interest in life of insured, 141, 
incontestability of insurance policy for 
fraud, 322. 
construction of term sane or insane in sui- 
cide clauses of insurance policies, 445. 





MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE, 
effect of the defense of 
divorce cases, 204. 
whether alimony can be allowed in suits to 
annul marriage, 408. 
fraud in promise of marriage as vitiating 
validity of marriage, 451. 


recrimination in 


MASTER AND SERVANT, 

responsibility of general employer for tort 
of chauffeur occurring during period in 
which automobile and chauffeur are rented 
to special employer, 97. 

is absence caused by arrest and conviction 
voluntary, 316. 

—— out of and in course of employment, 
380. 

master’s liability for servant who is work- 
ing for another, 445. 


MASSACHUSETTS TRUST, 
see TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES. 


MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE, 
the proper manner of submitting material 
to a toxicologist in medical legal cases, 
318. 


MILITARY LAW, 

defects in military procedure, 34. 

a review of Gen. Crowder’s letter on mili- 
tary justice, 44. 

military service and contracts of employ- 
ment, 278. 

due process of law 
lishment, 427. 


in the military estab- 


MOB RULE, 
see RIOTS. 


MONOPOLIES, 
proposed legislation to prevent monopoly, 
429. 


MORTGAGES, 
purchase of 
land, 123. 


crops grown on mortgaged 


MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS, . ' 
governmental function of municipality—lia- 
bility for tort, 27. 


NEGLIGENCE, 

proximate cause of injury to one other than 
driver in an automobile, 31. 

is a contractor liable to third person for 
defective condition of repairs made upon 
structure, 332. 

building material 
355. 

effect of intervening wrongful act as excus- 
ing the defendant’s negligence, 407. 

contributory negligence by person in place 
of danger, 359. 


as attractive nuisance, 


NEW TRIAL, ; 
what character of error gives basis for a 
new trial, 


NUISANCE, 
building 
355. 


material as attractive nuisance, 


POLICE POWER,, 
police power in fixing the weight of bread, 
283. 


PRINCIPAL AND SURETY, 
distinction between surety and guarantor, 
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PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW, 
see CONFLICT OF LAWS. 


PROCEDURE, 

a critique of the technicality, 42. 

giving the Supreme Court power to make 
rules of procedure in cases at law, 126. 

is a witness’ expression that he was “care- 
ful” ground for reversal, 185. 

discretion of trial judge in dealing with 
witnesses at the trial, 222. 

mistake in indictment as giving ground for 
new trial, 203. 

disregarding technical errors, 390. 


PROCESS, 
amendment of writ of process and return of 
service thereon, 3 


PROFESSIONAL ETHICS, 
decisions by the New York County Lawyers 
Association Committee on _ professional 
ethics, 33, 50, 88, 179, 286, 324, 417, 452. 


RAILROADS, 
suits against railroads under federal con- 
trol, 353. 
constitutionality of General Order No. 50 
with reference to suits against railroads 
under federal control, 426. 


REAL PROPERTY, 
validity of conditions restricting alienation 
of real property to particular classes of 
persons, 351. 


REGULATION OF WAGES, 
see WORK AND LABOR. 


RELEASE, 
release to one independent tortfeasor as bar 
to action against others, 82. 


REMOVAL OF CAUSES. 

is the law in reference to the removal of a 
civil case from a state court to the United 
States court in a chaotic condition, 280. 

removal of suits from state to federal courts 
—a survey of the statutes, 295. 

bankruptcy as a ground for removal of suit 
from state to federal court, 390. 

nonfeasance by servant in removability 
causes, 414. 


RIOTS, 
the cause and cure of mop violence, 257. 


SALES, 
mistake justifying rescission of sale of 
shares of stock, 159. 
is oz emptor any longer a rule of law, 
259. 


construction of a contract for the sale of a 
“season’s output,” 425 


SEDITION. 
— shall we do with the direct actionist, 
313. 


criminal syndicalism — back-firing against 
industrial unrest by the legislature of 
California, 336. 

deportation of aliens who advocate the over- 
throw of government by force, 369. 


SOCIAL JUSTICE. 
problems of social unrest—I—an optimistic 
view, 349; II—the high cost of living, 367; 
IiI—the soviet idea of industrial control of 
business, 387; IV—the future of labor 
unionism; V—the solution, 423. 





SPECIFIC PERFORMANCE, 
specific performance will not be granted 
where plaintiff’s delay has changed de- 

fendant’s position, 188. 


STAMP ACT, 
legal position of unstamped documents, 354, 


STATUTES, 
an illustration of slovenly legislation, 344. 


SUCCESSION TAX, 
see TAXATION. 


SYNDICALISM, 
see SEDITION. 


TAXATION, 

see INCOME TAX. 

taxation for federal purposes, 25. 

when is a tax not a tax but the condition of 
a license to do business, 111. 

license tax distinguished from a tax on in- 
terstate commerce, 216. 

validity of succession tax imposed on prop- 
erty of non-residents computed on a basis 
of amount of property located in other 
states, 441. 


TELEGRAPHS AND TELEPHONES. 
can one suffer mental anguish by reason of 
not receiving a telegram, 96. 


TORTS, 
influence on American decisions of the com- 
mon law rule of entirety of judgments in 
tort actions, 62. 
release to one independent tortfeasor as bar 
to action against others, 82. 


TRADE-MARKS AND TRADE-NAMES, 
Japanese decision protecting American 
trademark against partial infringement, 
39. 


TREASON, 
requirement of two witnesses to the same 
overt act in treason cases, 152. 


TREATIES, 
-~ League of Nations and the Constitution, 
1 


effectiveness of reservations to the covenant 
for a league of nations, 70. 

constitutionality ‘of the covenant of the 
League of Nations, 79. 

amending and interpreting the peace treaty 
in the act of ratification, 93. 

law v. diplomacy in the proposed covenant 
of the League of Nations, 113. 

a treaty providing for an effective league of 
nations is unconstitutional, 226. 

are the terms of the covenant for the pro- 
posed League of Nations repugnant to the 
Constitution, 244. 

the Congress and treaties, 370. 


TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES, 
the Massachusetts trust as a substitute for 
incorporation, 275. 
right of cestui que trust to waive the right 
to a special lien upon trust funds, 333. 


UNFAIR COMPETITION, 
infringing the color scheme of one’s com- 
petitor as constituting unfair competition, 
7. 


UNIFORM STATE LAWS, 
uniform legislation—negotiable instruments 
act and its construction, 409. 

















VoL. 89 


CENTRAL LAW JOURNAL 


463 








VERDICT, , 

what would have been an excessive verdict 
two years ago is moderate today in view 
of the high cost of living, 389. 


VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS, ; 
the Massachusetts trust as a substitute for 
incorporation, 275. 


WATERS AND WATER COURSES, 


right of riparian owner to use traps to catch 
fish, 231 


WEEKLY DIGEST OF IMPORTANT OPINIONS, 
17, 35, 53, 71, 89, 107, 127, 145, 163, 181, 199, 
217, 235, 253, 271, 289, 


309, 327, 345, 363, 
383, 401, 419, 437, 455 


WITNESSES, 
requirement of two witnesses to the same 
overt act in treason cases, 152. 
under’ what circumstances is it proper to 
coach a witness, 167. 
can a witness corroborate his own testimony 
by prior statements out of court, 205. 





discretion of trial judge in dealing with wit- 
nesses at the trial, 222. 

right of litigant to compel expert to testify, 
241. 


WORDS AND PHRASES, 
the legal meaning of “et cetera,” 40. 


WORK AND LABOR, 
see SOCIAL UNREST. 
union labor and the courts, 75. 


the soviet principle for the control of in- 
dustry, 331. 


the future of labor unionism, 405. 
the statutory regulation of wages, 335. 


WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 
decisions of the British courts as to disease 
and accident under the workmen’s com- 
pensation act, 224. 


injury out of and in course of employment, 
380. 


WOMAN SUFFRAGE, 
see ELECTIONS. 
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Admiralty—Rules of, 253. 
Adoption—Legal Relationship, 327. 


Adverse Possession—Notorious and Exclusive, 
17; Prescription, 17; Priority, 309. 


Alteration of Instruments—Materiality, 455. 
Animals—Vicious Dog, 363. 


Arbitration and Award—Binding Effect, 71; Suf- 
ficiency of Award, 181. 
401; 


Arrest—Common Law Bond, Reasonable 


Ground, 163. 
Arson—Personal Property, 71. 
Assault and Battery—Forcible Retaking, 327. 


Assignment for Benefit of Creditors—Independ- 
ent Contract, 53. 


Assignments—Conditional Sale, 419; Equitable 
Assessment, 253; Indebtedness, 271; Specific 
Fraud, 35; Torts, 345; Wages, 107. 


Attachment—Alias Execution, 17; Appeal Bond, 
181; Forthcoming Bond, 35; Judgment, 271; 
Jurisdiction, 363; Unliquidated Damages, 
363. 


Attorney and Client—Antagonistic Interests, 
289; Betrayal of Client, 401; Burden of 
Proof, 253; Champerty, 71; Counsel Fees, 
217; Compromise, 401; Confidential Relation, 
217, 363; Criminal Conduct, 437; Disbarment, 
363; Fidelity to Client, 163; Fiduciary Rela- 
tion, 71; Misleading Court, 383; Notice to 
Client, 181; Reinstatement, 253; Settlement 
by Parties, 217; Withdrawal from Case, 253. 


Auctions and Auctioneers—Memorandum, 35. 


Bail—Insane Principal, 437; Relief of Surety, 


437; Waiver, 199. 
289; 


Bailment—Constructive Possession, Fore- 


closure, 17. 
Bankruptcy—Accrual of Right, 401; Adjudica- 
tion, 107; Ancillary Receiver, 383; Assign- 
ment, 17; Assumption of Lease, 107; Com- 
mon Law Rights, 309; Compensation to Of- 
fice, 199; Conditional Sale Contract, 127, 437; 
Contempt, 181, Court of Equity, 455; Dis- 
charge, 17, 107, 383, 437; Dividends, 419; 
Equitable Lien, 35; Excepted Debt, 127; Ex- 
penditures, 345; Fraud, 127; Impounding 
Mail, 127; Insolvency, 35, 145, 235, 309; In- 
voluntary, 199; Involuntary Petition, 327; 
Joint Makers, 89; Judgment in Rem, 89; 
Jurisdiction, 107, 383, 401, 455; Notice, 419; 
New Promise, 145; Partnership, 199; Peti- 
tion for Review, 271; Place of Contract, 17; 
Plenary Suit, 383, 419; Possession by Trus- 
tee, 345; Preference, 53, 127, 163, 309, 419; 
Preferred Claim, 309; Priority, 401; Proof of 
Claim, 309, 383; Provable Claim, 419; Prov- 
able Debts, 345; Receiver, 345; Referee, 419; 





Removal of Trustee, 345; Reviewable Order, 
289; Schedules, 199; Stock Exchange, 455; 
Solvent Person, 163; Undisclosed Principal, 
17; Uniform Sales Act, 327; Void Mortgage, 
345; Voluntary Petition, 309; Waiver, 383; 
Want of Notice, 53; Willful Fraud, 53. 


Banks and Banking—Administration of Trust, 
345; Charter Provision, 53; Check, 455; Col- 
lecting Bank, 289; Collection, 289; Consid- 
eration, 17; Consolidation, 455; Deposit Slip, 
271; Depositor, 17, 289; Deposits, 71; Direc- 
tors, 253; Forgery, 235; Imputable Knowl- 
edge, 217; Insolvency, 271; National Bank, 
309; Officer, 17; Pass Book, 35; Presentment 
of Check, 235; Presumption, 199; Protest, 17; 
Refusing Payment, 89; Rules and Regula- 
tions, 53; Set-Off, 383; Signature of Drawer, 
401; Usury, 163, 181; Vice Principal, 309. 


Bastards—Acknowledgment of Paternity, 401; 
Inheritance, 253; Legitimacy, 181; Legitima- 
tion, 419. 


Beneficial Associations—Suspension of Member, 
309. 


Bills and Notes—dAccelerating Maturity, 217; 
Acceptance, 18; Accommodation, 71, 401; Al- 
ternative Payee, 235; Bad Faith, 455; Bona 
Fide Holder, 327; Burden of Proof, 309; Con- 
tribution, 53; Demand, 71; Estoppel, 253; 
Exchange, 383; Extension, 127, 199; Failure 
of Consideration, 455; Fraudulent Repre- 
sentation, 53; Guaranty of Indorsement, 289; 
Holder in Due Course, 71, 401; Illegal Con- 
sideration, 181; Indorsement, 35, 145, 163; 
Innocent Purchaser, 217; Installments, 419; 
Law Merchant, 53; Negotiable Instrument 
Law, 289; Negotiability, 235; Non-Negotia- 
bility, 163; Notice of Defect, 455; Notice of 
Infirmity, 271; Option, 309; Parol Promise, 
327; Parties, 127; Payment, 145; Power of 
Attorney, 455; Presentment of Check, 145; 
Purchase for Value, 235; Renewals, 89; Seal, 
18; Suspicion, 217; Want of Consideration, 
289; Without Recourse, 289. 


Bonds—Misrepresentation, 401. 


Boundaries—Courses and Distances, 71, 289, 383; 
Government Survey, 71; Middle of Street, 
345; Monuments, 271, 455; Oral Agreement, 
145. 


Breach of Marriage Promise—Invalid Promise, 
181; Justification, 253. 


Bridges—Independent Contractor, 401; Public 
Expense, 345. 
Brokers—Agency, 217; Commission, 309, 383; 


Compensation, 199, 235; Contract, 181; Con- 
struction of Contract, 327; Conversion, 401; 
Defined, 437; Del Credere Commission, 271; 
Duration of Appointment, 53; Exchange of 
Lands, 253; Exclusive Agency, 53, 145, 217, 
363; Fiduciary Relation, 455; Finding Pur- 
chaser, 35; Fraudulent Representation, 199; 
Good Faith, 71; Modification of Contract, 
363; .Notice to Agent, 127; Producing Pur- 
chaser, 53; Severable Contract, 89; Tort, 401; 
Undisclosed Principal, 127, 
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Building and Loan Associations—Foreign Cor- 
poration, 363. 


Burglary—Chattel Mortgage, 271; Recent Pos- 
session, 127, 145. 


Canals—Abutting Property, 363. 


Cancellation of Instruments—Laches, 53; Rescis- 
sion, 199 


Carriers of Goods—Bill of Lading, 54, 89, 107, 
401; Board of Commissioners, 163; Burden of 
Proof, 401; Connecting Carrier, 107; Conver- 
sion, 18; Defect in Car, 89; Delay, 253, 363, 
383, 455; Delivery and Acceptance, 437; Dis- 
crimination, 89, 163; Duty to Receive, 437; 
Filing Rates, 271; Forged Bill of Lading, 127; 
Form of Shipment, 383; Furnishing of Cars, 
456; Initial Carrier, 18, 181, 437; Interstate 
Commerce, 327; Interstate Railroad, 127; 
Long and Short Haul, 289; Misdescription, 
71; Minimizing Damages, 271; Ordinary Care, 
107; Proximate Cause, 456; Robbery by Serv- 
ant, 89; Tariffs, 217; Transportation, 437. 


Carriers of Live Stock—Act of God, 419; Ani- 
mals in Transit, 327; Bill of Lading, 127; 
Delay, 363; Expense in Effort to Save, 107; 
Inherent Vices, 71; Initial Carrier, 235; In- 
surer, 235, 253; Interstate Shipment, 1% 
Negligence, 289; Place of Contract, 1 
Waiver, 271. 


Carriers of Passengers—Accident, 327; Alight- 
ing, 127, 419; Assaults, 437; Attempt at Res- 
cue, 35; Boarding Car, 271; Connecting Line, 
54; Contributory Negligence, 54, 128; Ejec- 
tion, 199; Franchise, 456; Intoxication, 54; 
Notice to Conductor, 128; Ordinary Care, 
363; Proximate Cause, 163, 253; Res Ipsa 
Loquitur, 35: Rules of Cariers, 35; Transfer, 
$84; Unalterable Rates, 217; Waiver, 437; 
Wrongful Assault, 18. 


Cemeteries—Public Service Corporations, 271. 


Certiorari—Appeal, 163, 309; Final Adjudication, 
254; Office of, 254; Pre-Maturity, 309; Quo 
Warranto, 384. 


Champerty and Maintenance—Adverse Posses- 
sion, 254; Attorney, 35; Cotenancy, 456; Quit- 
Claim Deed, 401. 


Charities—Defined, 235; Residuary Estate, 71; 
Trustee, 107; Uncertainty, 402; Voluntary 
Association, 290; Wills, 419. 


Chattel Mortgages—Bill of Sale, 309; Consent to 
Sale, 71; Constructive Notice, 107; Course of 
Trade, 437: Crops, 128; Description of Prop- 
erty, 71; Equity, 384; Fiduciary Relation, 
254; Lien, 54, 309, 437; Replevin, 181; Valid- 
ity Between Parties, 309; Warranty, 254. 


Collision—Apportioning Damages, 345; Contrib- 
utory Cause, 345; Towing Privilege, 345. 


Commerce—Automobile, 235; Bridges, 290; Bur- 
den on, 456: Discrimination, 107, 163; Em- 
ploye, 235, 384: Employes, 71; Employment, 
181; Federal Employers’ Liability Act, 384; 
Incidental Effect, 181; Interstate Transac- 
tion, 456; Instrumentalities, 419; License, 
272; Motor Vehicle, 419; Occupation Tax, 71; 
Public Service Commission, 327; Reparation, 
18; State Tax, 145; Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Act, 145, 163. 


ee and Settlement—Discharge of Debt, 
17. 


Confusion of Goods—Mortgage Lien, 35. 


Conspiracy—Abandonment, 363; Completion of 
Offense, 163; Concealment of Property, 309; 
Concerted Action, 54; Enlistment Act, 18; 
Evidence, 54, 235: Extortion, 437; Joint Tort- 
feasors, 35, 36, 89: Overt Act, 182, 254, 272; 
Relationship to Offense, 384; Trial, 235. 


Constitutional, Law—Citizenship, 456; Compact, 
Contempt, 345; Delegation of Power, 
309; Deprivation of Property, 437; Director 





General of Railways, 18; Due Process of 
Law, 345; Expediency, 438; Federal Trade 
Commission, 327; Franchise, 272; Intent, 328; 
Legislative Power, 182; Municipal Corpora- 
tions, 128; Parole Law, 163; Police Power, 
182, 345; Political Decision, 328; Taxation 


345, 456; Treaty, 328; Vested Right, 128. si 


Contempt—Constructive, 128; Grand Juror, 438; 
Intent, 346; Mitigating Punishment, 384. 


Contracts—Abandonment, 89; Acceptance, 107; 
Acceptance of Statements, 145; Advantage of 
Own Wrong, 36; Applicable Law, 328; Assent, 
402; Bad Faith, 420; Breach, 18, 364; Candi- 
date for Office, 54; Capacity to Contract, 
346; Change of Contract, 456; Condition, 438; 
Contingent Liability, 18; Condoning Fraud, 
54; Consideration, 107, 182, 218, 309, 420; 
Construction, 402, 420; Dissatisfaction, 290; 
Duress, 384; Employment, 145, 218; Equity, 
236; Escrow, 420; Executory Contract, 236, 
328; Extra Work, 218; Foreseeing Contin- 
gencies, 438; Forfeiture, 36; Fraud, 89; Good 
Will, 18; Illegal Agreement, 90; Illegality, 
384; Implication, 346; Independent Covenant, 
199; Intent, 402; Interpretation, 309; Intoxi- 
cation, 218; Joint Promise, 182; Lex Fori, 36; 
Meeting of Minds, 36; Merger, 456; Misrepre- 
senation, 346; Moral Obligation, 36; Mutual 
Intention, 346; Mutuality, 18, 107, 236, 254, 
290, 456; Non-Performance, 438; Offer, 128; 
Place of Contract, 107; Pleading, 384; Prior 
Negotiations, 384; Proposal, 36; Public Pol- 
icy, 182, 456; Ratification, 71, 364; Reasonable 
Time, 18; Reliance on Representation, 145; 
Repudiation, 90, 145; Repurchase of Stock, 
54; Rescission, 128; Restraint of Trade, 128, 
199, 4388; Satisfaction of Party, 199; Secret 
Marks, 236; Separate Writings, 18; Several 
Contract, 164; Speculative Profits, 236; Sign- 
ing and Execution, 456; Single Transaction, 
402; Subcontractor, 364; Subscription to 
Newspaper, 54; Survivorship, 384; Suspen- 
sion of Business, 54; Third Person, 164; 
Time of Essence, 200, 254; Unlawful Object, 
420; Waiver, 18; Writing and Printing, 310. 


Copyrights—Abandonment, 384; Domicile, 2 


~_ 


2. 


Contribution—Guar@dian ad Litem, 272; Pari De- 
licto, 218. 


Conversion—Bequest, 456; Equity, 310; Person- 
alty Into Realty, 364. 


Corporations—Acceptance of Benefits, 18, 107; 
Authority of Office, 54; Bondholders, 107; 
Bonus, 108; Bonus Stock, 236; Breach of 
Contract, 384; By-Laws, 108; Charter, 128, 
254; Charter Powers, 272; Charter Right, 36; 
Contracts, 54; Consolidation, 164; Conspir- 
acy, 384; Conversion, 420; Creditors’ Suit, 
218; Dealing with Creditor, 218; De Facto, 
128; De Jure and De Facto, 72; Directors, 
18, 72; Dividend, 310; Dissolution, 402; Em- 
ployment, 438; Estoppel, 346; Fiduciary Re- 
lation, 128; Foreign Corporation, 164, 254, 
364, 384; Forfeiture, 254; Fraudulent Rep- 
resentation, 146; Gift to Director, 385; In- 
solvency, 236; Judicial Sale, 18; Liability of 
Officers, 218; Malice, 146; Manager, 36; 
Minority Stockholders, 290, 328, 364, 420; 
Negligence, 128; Non-Assessable Stock, 272; 
Officers, 90; Option, 164; Over-Valuation, 108; 
Public Policy, 364; Public Service Corpora- 
tion, 272; Purchase of Own Stock, 420; Puff- 
ing Statement, 200; “Private Corporation,” 
218; Promoter, 236, 364; Prospective Profits, 
236; Qualifying for Charter, 200; Ratifica- 
tion, 200, 218, 254, 328, 420; Receivership, 36; 
Reorganization, 90, 456; Rescission, 438; 
Residence, 310; Reversion of Stock, 346; 
Secret Profits, 385; Secrecy by Officer, 218; 
Separate Entity, 346; Services, 456; Services 
by Directors, 200; Statutory Liability, 402; 
Stock for Property, 146; Stockholder, 200, 
236. 310; Subscription, 90, 146, 218, 364; Torts, 
236, 438; Transferee of Stock, 218, 254; Tres- 
pass, 272; Ultra Vires, 364, 420; Withdrawal 
of Assets, 36. 


Costs—Apportioning, 146, 164. 
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s—Concurrent Jurisdiction, 420; Jurisdic- 

SS. 90, 164, 182; Law of the Case, 310; 
Obiter Dictum, 18; Place of Holding, 72; 
State and Federal, 72; State Decision, 328; 
Stare Decisis, 385. 


ovenants — Assignability, 200; Breach, 146; 

. Building Restrictions, 18, 164, 402; Defend- 
ing Title, 200; Enjoyment, 54; General War- 
ranty, 254; Personal Covenant, 364; Out- 
standing Title, 254; Restrictions, 385, 438; 
Restrictions on Use, 272; Seisin, 328; Servi- 
tude, 402; Warranty, 146, 254. 


Creditors’ Suit—Lien of Attachment, 346. 


Criminal Law—aAccessory, 146, 182, 290; Accom- 
plice, 236; Accused as Witness, 385, 438; 
Asportation, 385; Circumstantial Evidence, 
36, 290, 364, 438; Comments by Judge, 328; 
Confession, 236, 346, 402; Conspiracy, 90; 
Construction, 164; Continuance, 18; Corpus 
Delicti, 164; Corroborating Accomplice, 108, 
272; Corroboration, 236, 438; Crosg-Examin- 
ing Accused, 18; Dependency, 456; Discredit- 
ing Witness, 255; Disqualification of Juror, 
272; Distinct Offenses, 385; Drunkenness, 
218; Duress of Witness, 402; Election, 456; 
Estoppel, 182, 290; Evidence of Perpetration 
by Another, 36; Excess of Authority, 328; 
Expert Witness, 272; Extraterritorial Force, 
218; Forgery, 420; Former Acquittal, 328; 
Former Conviction, 90; General Verdict, 290; 
Good Character, 54, 72; Hearsay Evidence, 
864; Hereditary Insanity, 346; Impeachment, 
290; Instructions, 236, 420; Intent, 36, 182, 
218, 290, 385, 438, 456; Jeopardy, 128; Justi- 
fiable Homicide, 146; Larceny, 36; Misde- 
meanor, 456; Motive, 54, 128, 438; Newly 
Discovered Evidence, 36; Notice of Presi- 
dential Proclamations, 18; Offense Defined, 
328; Particeps Criminis, 72; Positive Testi- 
mony, 385; Quotient Verdict, 456; Reason- 


able Doubt, 255; Receiving Stolen Goods, 
420; Remoteness, 128; Res Gestae, 36, 54, 
236, 346; Scienter, 385; Self-Serving State- 


ment, 456; Separate Offense, 72; Separation 
of Jury, 346; Specific Exceptions, 346; State- 
ment by Accused, 218; Statute of Limita- 
tions, 272; Tampering with Jury, 236; 
Transporting Liquor, 54; Voluntary Intoxi- 
cation, 182; Verdict, 385. 


Customs and Usages—Evidence, 346, 364, 385; 
Oral Contracts, 328; Presumption of Knowl- 
edge, 200; Proof of Custom, 18; Stipulation, 
420; Validity, 236; Wrongful Practice, 90. 


Damages—Breach of Contract, 72; Cost of Re- 
pairs, 200; Detention of Money, 385; Disfig- 
urement, 402; Earning Power, 438; Loss of 
Business, 438; Mental Suffering, 54, 146; 
Mitigation of, 346; Overflowed Land, 146; 
Particular Damages, 90; Passion and Preju- 
dice, 364; Penalty, 420; Prospective Profits, 
272, 290, 310; Punitive, 128; Special Damages, 
36, 420; Subrogees, 402; Total Disability, 
200. 


Dead Bodies—Autopsy, 364. 


Death—Circumstantial Evidence, 182; Damages, 
420; Expectancy, 218; Funeral Expenses, 
438; Imputable Negligence, 108; Non-Resi- 
dent Alien, 456; Presumption Against, 385; 
Probable Earning Power, 402; Public Pol- 
icy, 457; Seven Years’ Absence, 346; Specu- 
lation as to Injury, 218. 


Dedication—<Acceptance, 237; Express and Im- 
plied, 420; Maps and Plats, 364; Recorded 
Plat, 402; Restricions, 108. 


Deeds—Alteration, 272; Ambiguity, 290; Cancel- 
lation, 438; Capacity to Contract, 182; Con- 
struction by Court, 90; Covenant, 200; De- 
claration of Trust, 438; Delivery, 36, 54, 164, 
237, 272, 810; Description of Land, 128; 
Equity, 164; Estoppel, 402; Executory Es- 
tate, 200; Fiduciary Relation, 255; Gift, 255; 
Husband and Wife, 438; Laws and Usages, 
272; Lex Rei Sitae, 328; Name in Blank, 19; 
Nominal Consideration, 36; Presumption of 
Sanity, 346; Quit-Claim, 55; Recording, 328; 





Repugnancy, 164, 182; Restrain of Aliena- 
tion, 328; Setting Aside, 420; Undue In- 
fluence, 55, 402; Writing and Printing, 146. 


Descent and Distribution—Death Presumed, 90; 
Partition, 364. 


Depositions—Rseponsiveness to Question, 72. 


Discovery—Examination of Party, 439. 


Disorderly House — General Reputation, 90; 
Lewdness, 420. 

Divorce—Abandonment, 90; Accrued Install- 
ments, 19; Alimony, 19, 237, 272; Allowance 
to Wife, 402; Appellate Court, 402; Collat- 
eral Attack, 164, 255; Community Property, 
128; Corroboration, 108, 146, 164, 218, 439; 
Corroboration of Parties, 65; Corroboration 
of Witness, 255, 346; Cruelty, 439; Custody 
of Children, 218, 328, 420; Desertion, 347, 
457; Division of Property, 19; Insanity, 128, 
146; Jurisdiction, 439; Modifying Decree, 55; 
Partial Divorce, 182; Permanent Alimony, 
219; Recrimination, 439; Reopening Case, 
ar Separation, 290; Temporary Alimony, 


Domicile—Establishing, 290; Intent, 457; Two- 
fold Home, 439. 


Dower—Election, 457; Equitable Estate, 272; 
~ > can 439; Priority, 90; Survivorship, 
90. 


Fasements—Appurtenant, 108; Building Restric- 
tions, 200; Contiguous Owners, 36; Grant in 
General Terms, 128; Merger of Dominant and 
Servient Estates, 255; Non-User, 36, 164; 
Presumption, 19, 55, 439; Private Ways, 421; 
Right of Way, 37, 72; Temporary Way, 255; 
Way of Necessity, 72. 


Ejectment—Burden of Proof, 402, 457; Equitable 
Title, 146; Mesne Profits, 146; Outstanding 
Title, 72; Quieting Title, 237. 


Elections—Election Contest, 328; Legislative 
Advice, 310; Primary Election, 310. 


Election of Remedies—Evidence of, 128; Statu- 
tory Office, 37. 


Electricity—Acceptance of Contract, 310; Dan- 
gerous Agency, 365; Licensee, 310; Public 
Service Company, 164; Utility Company, 237. 


Embezzlement—Larceny, 310. 


Eminent Domain—Abutting Owners, 37, 439; Ar- 
tificial Drain, 37; Assessing Benefits, 439; 
Compensation, 164; Damages, 19, 128; Di- 
minution of Value, 310; Market Value, 290; 
Payment to Owner, 439; Plans for, 328; Pub- 
lic Highway, 90; Right of Way, 255; Ripar- 
ian Rights, 200; Statutory Construction, 439; 
Street Boundary, 365; Telegraph Poles, 328; 
Time of Taking, 347; Water Power, 365. 


Equity—Burden of Proof, 164; Cancellation, 347; 
Clean Hands, 272; Complete Relief, 128; 
Cross-Bill, 72, 385; Fraud, 402; Impertinence, 
108; Innocent Third Party, 72; Jurisdiction, 
164, 237, 385; Laches, 72, 128, 141, 457; Max- 
ims, 421; Mistake, 421; Multifariousness, 
108; Precedent, 72; Profiting by Evil, 328. 


Escrows—Stranger, 347. 
Estates—Judicial Notice, 347; Merger, 200. 


Estoppel—Actions and Conducts, 72; Adverse 
Witness, 164; Assignment of Franchise, 272: 
Concealment, 255; Conduct, 402; Covenant of 
Warranty, 439; Criminal Law, 290: Ease- 
ment, 273; Equity, 90; Ignorance of Fact, 37; 
Inconsistency, 55; Insufficient Deed, 37; In- 
urement of Titles, 273; Prejudice, 146; Pri- 
vate Road, 439; Public Offiéer, 108; Quasi 
Estoppel, 182. 
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Evidence—Alienation of Affections, 328; Con- 
tract, 164; Contradicting Writing, 385; Con- 
tradiction of Writing, 90; Declarations Out 
of Court, 37; Foreign Law, 164; Fraud, 90; 
Fraud, Accident and Mistake, 310; Impeach- 
ment, 108; Mailing Letter, 365; Motives, 72; 
Notice to Produce, 108; Opinion, 72; Parol, 
90; Physical Facts, 90; Res Gestae, 164; 
Presumption of Law, 91; Presumption of 
Sanity, 108; Secondary Evidence, 91; View 
of Premises, 402. 


ae of Property—Annulment, 310; Laches, 
402. 


Execution—Inadequacy, 19; Quit-Claim Deed, 
237; Shares of Stock, 219. 


Executors and Administrators—Bond, 255; Bulk 
Sales Law, 165; Continuing Business, 385; 
Equitable Interest, 310; Jurisdiction, 310; 
Independent Executor, 165; Individual Lia- 
bility, 72; Misapplication of Funds, 237; 
Mismanagement, 328; Removal, 347; Services 
to Decedent, 421; Situs, 55; Temporary Ad- 
ministration, 255. 


Exemptions—Extradition, 329; Intent to Claim, 


False Pecans — Malicious Prosecution, 


False Pretenses—Confidence Game, 72; Fraudu- 
lent Representation, 421; Intent, 237, 439; 
Probable Cause, 403. 


Fish—Animals Ferae Naturae, 329; Migratory, 
457; Ferae Naturae, 237; Right of Naviga- 
tion, 421; Riparian Owner, 146. 


Fixtures—Intention, 347. 

Food—Standard Size of Bread, 310. 

Forcible Entry and Detainer—Title, 439. 
Forgery—Authority to Sign, 19; Intent, 255. 


Fraud—Benefits, 273; Caveat Emptor, 200; Con- 
spiracy, 91; Damages, 290; Deceit, 273, 439; 
Election of Remedy, 403; Evidence, 421; 
False Representations, 91; Fiduciary Rela- 
tion, 237; Intent, 365; Measure of Damages, 
219; Memorandum, 439; Misrepresentation, 
55, 165, 219; Opinion, 165, 182; Promise for 
Future Performance, 439; Reliance of Rep- 
resentation, 108; Superior Knowledge, 37; 
Waiver, 237. 


Fraudulent Conveyances—Badge of Fraud, 182; 
Bulk Sales Act, 108, 183; Bulk Sales Law, 
201; Bulk Sale Statute, 37; Consideration, 
183; Creditor, 219; Equity, 183, 365, 421; 
Estoppel, 457; Existing Indebtedness, 201; 
Gift to Wife, 421; Husband and Wife, 329; 
Intent, 72; Love and Affection, 219; Notice of 
Fraud, 108; Notice to Grantee, 421; Parties 
to Action, 37: Preferring Creditor, 165; Pre- 
sumption of Fraud, 91; Presumption of Hon- 
esty, 439; Secret Agreements, 290; Validity 
Between Parties, 365; Voluntary Deed, 255. 


Frauds, Statute of—Agreement of Marriage, 347; 
Debt of Another, 255; Executed Contract, 
108; Growing Trees, 19; Landlord and Ten- 
ant, 310; Lease, 365; Marriage, 237; Mem- 
orandum, 19, 72, 91, 165, 182. 365; Modifica- 
tion, 147; New Promise, 255; Oral Agree- 
ment, 457; Oral Contract, 165: Original Un- 
dertaking, 91; Partnership, 237: Part Per- 
formance, 128, 129, 201: Removal of Timber, 
347; Renewal Option, 255; Termination With- 
— Year, 37; Time of Performance, 72, 


Game—Migratory Birds, 72, 329, 347. 


Gaming—Common Law, 421; Future Contract, 
55; Futures, 347. 


Garnishment—Custody of Law, 273: Garnishable 
Debt, 55: Negotiable Check, 219: Presump- 
tion of Death, 37; Stakeholder, 183. 





weed” enpaeceins Rates, 129; Irreparable Injury, 
a. 


Gifts—Causa Mortis, 55; Completed Gift, 183; 
Conditional, 273; Delivery, 365; Depesit, 347; 
Deposit in Bank, 273; Oral Gift of Land, 55; 
Possession, 385; Reversion, 273; Statute of 
Frauds, 310; Symbolic Delivery, 329. 


Grand Jury—Interpreter, 19. 


Guaranty—Alteration, 403; Illegal contract, 108; 
Privity, 385; Value Received, 201. 


Habeas Corpus—Jurisdiction, 55; Right of Fath- 
er, 73. 


Highways—Abutting Owner, 385; Guard Rails, 
19; Nuisance, 290, 457. 


Homestead—Abandonment, 55; Divorce, 457; 
Husband and Wife, 73; Mutual Deeds, 91; 
Occupation, 403; Residence, 108; Timber on 
Land, 108; Wife’s Property, 55. 


Homicide—Aiding and Abetting, 273; Apparent 
Danger, 108, 457; Bringing on Difficulty, 273; 
Deadly Weapon, 147, 237; Duty to Retreat, 
201; Dying Declarations, 37, 55, 91, 201, 273, 
291; Good Character, 255; Corpus Delicti, 91; 
Heat of Passion, 73, 347; Instruction, 310; 
Insulting Words, 201; Involuntary Man- 
slaughter, 73; Manslaughter, 73, 457; Motive, 
129; Neglect of Child, 108; Premeditation, 
255, 365; Presumption as to Degree, 310; 
Provocation, 219; Reasonable Apprehension, 
165; Reasonable Doubt, 457; Reducing Grade 
of Guilt, 273; Remoteness of Threat, 219; 
Resisting Officer, 73; Self-Defense, 109, 147, 
165, 201, 237, 255, 347, 439, 440; Specific Mal- 
ice, 


Husband and Wife—Abandonment, 91; Aliena- 
tion of Affections, 19, 183; Alimony, 329; 
Ante-Nuptial Agreement, 237; Ante-Nuptial 
Contract, 19, ; Burden of Proof, 165; 
Coercion, 273; Community Property, 19, 291, 
421; Coverture, 37, 129, 219; Conflict of 
Laws, 19; Curtesy, 347; Deeds, 421; Duty to 
Family, 237; Equity, 440; Estate by Entirety, 
109; Estoppel, 109; Evidence, 365; Fraud, 
201; Gift, 201, 219; Head of Family, 347; 
Husband’s Credit, 129; Imputability, 273; 
Joint Tort-Feasors, 291; Marital Relation, 
329; Marital Rights, 385; Property Settle- 
ments, 329; Public Policy, 365; Secret Un- 
derstanding, 183; Separate Property, 147; 
Separation and Settlement, 72, 129; Support 
and Maintenance, 310; Suretyship of Wife, 
147; Tenant at Will, 291. 


Indians—Allotments, 403. 


Indemnity—Active Tortfeasor, 291; Bill of Lad- 
ing, 91; Joint Tortfeasor, 273. 


Indictment and Information—Charging Crime, 


Infants—Ratification, 37; Void Contract, 237. 


Injunction—Contempt, 73; Employment, 310; 
Equity, 365; Irreparable Damages, 19; Labor 
Union, 73; Liability on Bond, 457; Negative 
Covenant, 291; Office of, 291; Peace Treaty, 
440; Penal Offense, 37; Picketing, 421; Pro- 
tecting Possession, 19; Secret Formula, 255; 
Temporary Order, 37; Trade Secrets, 385; 
Trade Unions, 273; Threatened Prosecution, 
19; Unauthorized Prosecutions, 385; Use of 
One’s Own, 147; Vacating, 385. 


Improvements—Willful Trespass, 403. 


Innkeepers—Common Law, 55; Extraordinary 
Liability, 109; Strict Liability, 55. 


Insane Persons—Contract, 219; Guardian ad 
Litem, 291; Loan to, 440; Normal Mind, 219. 


Insurance—Acceleration of Disease, 440; Acci- 
dent, 129, 183, 255, 273, 310; Accident Asso- 
ciation, 237; Accident Policy, 55; Assign- 
ment, 55, 421; Beneficial Society, 365; Bene- 
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fit Certificate, 19; Breach of Warranty, 55; 
Cancellation, 91; Cancellation of Policy, 219; 
Change of Occupation, 19; Concurrent, 109; 
Construction, 329; Construction of Contract, 
385; Contract, 237, 311; Death of Insane, 201; 
Delivery of Policy, 237; Dependents, 403; 
Employers’ Liability, 19; Exposure to Dan- 
ger, 109; False Statement, 273; False Repre- 
sentations, 147; Fidelity Bond, 129; Fidelity 
Insurer, 311; Forfeiture, 37, 201; Fraud, 91; 
Incontestability, 237, 255; Insanity, 238; In- 
surable Interest, 147, 238, 291; Invalid 
Award, 147; Iron Safe Clause, 255; Knowl- 


edge of Agent, 109; Limitation on Agent, 
311; Material Representations, 147; Materi- 
ality of Risk, 329; Misrepresentation, 37, 


403; Negligence, 457; New Policy, 291; Note 
for Premium, 109; Oral Contracts, 329; Pay- 
ment of Premium, 73; Place of Contract, 129; 
Police Power, 219; Public Policy, 55, 183; Re- 
instatement, 201; Report of Accident, 37; 
Rescission, 457; Rule of Construction, 183; 
Settling Suits, 91; Suicide, 109, 365; Ter- 
minable Contract, 457; Unconditional Sole 
Interest, 37; Vacancy, 421; Waiver, 73; 
Wager, 238; Writing, 165. 


Interest—Deposit in Bank, 365; Foreign Judg- 
ment, 19; Partial Payments, 347; Rate, 238; 
Running Account, 201; Tender Stopping, 238. 


International Law—High Seas, 109; Part of Con- 
tract, 65. 


Interpleading—Office of, 255. 
Intoxicating Liquors—Bone Dry Law, 91. 
Joint Adventures—Defined, 73. 


—_ Stock Companies—Limited Partnership, 


Joint Tenancy—Four Unities, 255; Unlawful De- 
tainer, 385. 


Judgment—Abuse of Discretion, 109; Attorney 
and Client, 457; Collateral Attack, 55, 129, 
238, 273, 291, 440; Confession of, 37; Con- 
structive Service, 457; Decree in Equity, 255; 
Default, 256; Description of Land, 311; Eject- 
ment, 109; Equity, 440; Estoppel, 109; For- 
mer Adjudication, 38, 365; Fraud, 365; Fraud 


in Procurement, 91; Garniskment, 147; In- 
fringement, 365; Injunction, 91, 329; Juris- 
diction, 201, 365;-Legal Tender, 109; Non 


Obstante Veredicto, 19; Non-Suit, 91; Parties 
and Privies, 109; Res Adjudicata, 73, 109, 
129, 165, 386, 440; Satisfaction, 291; Several 
Liability, 183; Special Findings, 273; Vaca- 
tion of, 403. 


Landlord and Tenant—Abandonment, 291; Ami- 
cable Possession, 147; Assumption of Obli- 
gation, 403; Breach of Condition, 421; Caveat 
tmptor, 329; Constructive Evidence, 219; 
Damages, 238; Danger Signs, 329; Discharge 
of Lessee, 347; Estoppel, 219; Eviction, 73; 
Executory Lease, 386; Invitee, 311; Lease, 73; 
Lien, 129; Loss of Profits, 219; Negligence, 
73; New Tenancy, 365; Option by Lessee, 91; 
Oral Lease, 273; Ouster, 440; Privity, 256; 
Privy in Estate, 55; Public Use, 56; Quiet 
Enjoyment, 201; Reasonable Care, 165; Re- 
entry, 421; Relation Between, 291; Renewal 
of Lease, 109; Repairs, 347, 386; Repudia- 
tion of Lease, 403; Reversion, 291; Sub- 
lessor, 219; Tenancy at Will, 421; Termina- 
tion of Lease, 20; Unlawful Detainer, 109; 
Waiver of Forfeiture, 109. 


Larceny—Aiding and Abetting, 365; Defined, 256; 
Indictment, 165; Interstate Transportation, 
347; Joint Ownership, 73; Subsequent Ap- 
Speeneren, 291; Trespass, 109; Variance, 
oo. 


Libel and Slander—Alienation of Affections, 311; 
Candidate for Office, 147; Defaming Officer, 
129; Importing Crime, 56; Innuendo, 386; 
Language of Libel, 147; Libelous Words, 256; 


Office in Employment, 38; Presumption of 
Damage, 38; Privileged Communication, 
457; Public Officials, 274; Publication, 129; 





Repetition, 421, 457; Secondary Publication, 
219; Slander of Title, 201; Trade or, Profes- 
sion, 73. 


Licenses—Constitutional Law, 
struction Law, 38; Tax, 348. 


274; Strict Con- 


Life Estates—Death of Tenant, 421; Emblements, 
219; Remainderman, 91; Statute of Limita- 
tions, 91; Tenant, 109. 


Limitation of Actions—Accrual of Action, 20; 
Canceled Check, 165; Commencement of Suit, 
291; Concealment of Fraud, 440; Coverture, 
201; Demand, 20, 201, 457; Discovery of 
Fraud, 219, 291; Equitable Title, 165; Evic- 
tion, 329; Installments, 311; Laches, 219; 
New Cause of Action, 458; Part Payment, 38; 
Personal Hardship, 440; Persona] Plea, 291; 
Plea, 38; Plea as a Demurrer, 56; Resulting 
Trust, 329; Running Account, 219, 274, 291; 
Running of Statute, 201, 311; Start of Time, 
183. 


Malicious Prosecution—Motive, 274; Probable 
Cause, 129, 311; Public Policy, 109; Punitive 
Damages, 38. 


Mandamus—Equity, 311; Ministerial Duty, 183. 
Maritime Liens—Consequential Damages, 348. 
Marriage—Anhulment, 109; Common Law, 73; 


Impotency, 348; Meretricious Beginning, 129; 
Reputation, 147; Res Gestae, 201. 





Marshaling Assets and Securities—Alternative 
Remedy, 386. 


Master and Servant—Accidental Injury, 365; As- 
sumption of Risk, 20, 129, 147, 238, 274, 311, 
458; Automobile, 421; Burden of Proof, 348; 
Causal Relation, 183; Change in Position, 20; 
Collision, 91; Contributory Negligence, 56, 
109, 291, 329, 348, 440; Course of Employ- 
ment, 109, 421; Danger Incident to Work, 
56; Emergency, 20, 73; Employment, 165, 183, 
421, 458; Extra Compensation, 403; Fellow 
Servants, 91, 147, 365, 403; Guarding Machin- 
ery, 38, 201; Guest of Honor, 256; Husband 
and Wife, 440; Independent Contractor, 109; 
Joint Liability, 329; Medical Attention, 109; 
Non-Delegable Duty, 403, 421; Ordinary 
Usage, 92; Police Power, 147; Respondeat 
Superior, 201, 238, 311, 329, 366; Safe Appli- 
ances, 311; Safe Place to Work, 20, 110, 183, 
236, 291, 366, 386, 403; Safe Tools, 348; Sim- 
ple Duties, 274; Tools and Appliances, 458; 
Tort, 458; Vicious Animal, 183; Voltinteer, 
219; Warning, 38, 183, 274, 386; Workmen’s 
Compensation Act, 166, 202, 220, 311, 329, 
348; Wrongful Discharge, 458; Wrongful 
Dismissal, 129. 


Mechanics’ Lien—Concrete Work, 20; Co-Ten- 
ants, 92; Estoppel, 403; Materialman, 458; 
Public Building, 166; Statutory Requirement, 
329; Unliquidated Damages, 348. 


Mines and Minerals—Forfeiture, 329; Location, 
366, 386; Location Notice, 147; Oil and Gas 
Lease, 256; Severance, 458; Surface Rights, 
329. 


Money Received—Action for, 311; Equity, 220. 


Monopolies—Exclusive Agency, 92; Illegality, 
220; Resales, 110; Restraint of Trade, 110. 


Mortgages—Absolute Deed, 366; Assignment, 38; 
* Attorney Fees, 148; Cancellation, 422; Con- 
structive Notice, 73; Deed, 148, 311; Defective 
Advertisement, 403; Deficiency Judgment, 
38: Demand, 129; Equity of Redemption, 110; 
Estoppel, 348; Foreclosure, 166, 311; Future 
Advances, 73; Future Indebtedness, 291; 
Mistake, 422; Payment, 238; Primary Debtor, 
202; Priority, 73, 348; Public Policy, 238; 
Purchase at Own Sale, 73; Purchase Money, 
422; Redemption, 92, 118, 440; Release, 311; 
Rents and Profits, 92; Straw Mortgagee, 
110; Tender, 74, 422; Transfer of Note, 202; 
Waiver, 366. 
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Municipal Corporations—Artificial Channel, 129; 
Automobile, 311; Charter Powers, 311; Con- 
tributory Negligence, 311; Dangerous Ve- 
hicle, 74; Delegated Power, 129; Easement, 
129; Fire Prevention, 403; Franchise, 74; 
Fee in Street, 291; Government Duty, 220; 
Government Function, 92; Governmental 
Power, 129; Law. of Road, 220; Ordinance, 
130, 201, 256; Penal Ordinances, 311: Rati- 
fication, 38; Rights in Street, 130; Special 
Assessment, 256; Street Collision, 20; Street 
Obstruction, 292. 


Names—False Assumption of, 20; Identity, 183, 
202. 


Navigable Waters—Bridge, 386; Drains, 56; High 
Water Mark, 366; Low Water Mark, 348; 
Riparian Rights, 92, 148, 183. 


Negligence—Anticipation of Injury, 238; Causal 
Connection, 348; Comparative Negligence, 
56, 163; Contributory Negligence, 202, 386, 
422; Defective Apparatus, 38; Emergency, 
166; Foreseeing Injury, 292; General Issue, 
330; Imputability, 20, 38, 292; Infancy, 403; 
Invitee, 366; Joint Tortfeasors, 274; Joint En- 
terprise, 238; Jury Question, 202; Last Clear 
Chance, 256; Ordinary Care, 166; Proximate 
Cause, 56, 148, 202, 220, 256, 274, 292, 330; 
Public Accountant, 366; Res Ipsa Loquitur, 
148; Standard of Conduct, 184; Wanton In- 
jury, 330. 


Novation—Change in Method, 220; New Contract, 
274; Original Debt, 311. 


Nuisance—Abatement, 166, 274; Lawful Business, 
292; Reasonable Use, 366; Stable, 256; Stat- 
ute of Limitations, 110; Test of, 20. 


Officers—Ministerial Duty, 458; Oppression in 
Office, 256. 


Parent and Child—Indigent Parent, 38. 


Partition—Ejectment, 202; Necessary Parties, 
74; Personal Property, 92; Restrictive Cove- 
nant, 292; Sale, 440; Tenancy in Common, 
74. 


Partnership—Accounting, 20; Agency, 38; Chose 
in Action, 148; Dissolution, 56, 92, 184, 274; 
Division of Profits, 148; Express Agreement, 
422; Fraud and Mistake, 38, 148; General 
Manager, 184; Good Faith, 458; Good Will, 
274; Holding Out, 148; Implied Authority, 
130; Interest of Partner, 110; Legal Entity, 
148; Partners as Agents, 92; Profit Sharing, 
74; Surviving Partner, 274; Termination, 202; 
Voluntary Association, 130, 238. 


Party Walls—Termination of Easement, 274. 


Fatents—Anticipating, 166; Borrowing Inven- 
tiveness, 458; Conception Not Patent, 184; 
Element in Combination, 148; Estoppel, 403; 
Experimentation, 403; Express Limitation, 
386; Identity of Result, 458; Infringement, 
148, 292, 330, 348; Inherent Right, 386; In- 
vention, 256, 366, 386; Mechanical Equiva- 
lency, 386; Mental Concept, 130; Monopoly, 
274, 366, 386; Ornamental Design, 274; Re- 
issuance, 440. 


Payments—Application of, 92, 166; Checks, 202, 


330; Mistake, 20, 184; Place of, 110; Pre- 
sumption of, 38; Privity, 366; Voluntary, 292, 
348. 


Perjury—Materiality, 220, 386. 
Perpetuities—Defined, 166; Inalienability, 311; 
Postponed Enjoyment, 130; Restraint of 


Alienation, 20; Rule Against, 292; Suspend- 
ing Alienation, 202; Unlawful Accumulation, 
20. 


Physicians and Surgeons—Diagnosis, 92. 


Pleading—Conclusions, 330. 





Pledges—Foresclosure, 274; Promissory Note, 
458. 


Postoffice—Scheme to Defraud, 404. 
Powers—Appointment, 366. 


Principal and Agent—Accepting Benefit, 56, 74; 
Architect, 311; Declaration of Agent, 184; 
Double Recovery, 74; Dual Capacity, 404; 
Duty to Principal, 110; Estoppel, 422; Evi- 
dence, 386; Exclusive Agency, 312; Implied 
Authority, 38, 74, 312; Knowledge of Agent, 
440; Liability of Agent, 130, 220, 458; Os- 
tensible Authority, 38; Personal Advance- 
ment, 56; Prior Authority, 202; Ratification, 
92, 220; Revocability, 292, 348; Scope of 
Agency, 312; Special Agent, 110; Transcend- 
ing Powers, 292; Testimony of Agent, 92; 
Undisclosed Principal, 130, 148; Use of An- 
other’s Name, 56. 


Principal and Surety—Commercial Surety, 404; 
Contribution Between Sureties, 184; Duress, 
348; Extending Liability, 184; Guarantor, 
110; Indulgence, 56; Misrepresentation, 110; 
Pledge, 312; Release of Surety, 38; Want of 
Consideration, 256. 


Process—Reading Summons, 202; Sheriff’s Re- 
turn, 458, 


Public Service Commissions — Compensatory 
Rates, 274; Discrimination, 184. 


Public Lands—Patents, 404. 


Quieting Title—Burden of Proof, 292; Cloud on 
Title, 20; Common Source, 422; Constructive 
Possession, 404; Disclaimer, 38; Jurisdiction, 
422; Non-Suit, 238; Pleadings, 130; Posses- 
sion, 56; Res Judicata, 422. 


Railroads—Alienation of Franchise, 330; Con- 
tributory Negligence, 366, 440; Estoppel, 404; 
Federal Control, 386; Independent Con- 
tractor, 330; Intoxicated Passenger, 458; 
Last Clear Chance, 74, 220; Licensee, 148; 
Look and Listen, 130, 202, 458; Negative Tes- 
timony, 312; Negligence, 312; Physical Facts, 
458; Private Way, 220; Proximate Cause, 
166; Punitive Damages, 220; Selling Assets, 
330; Signals, 330; Speed Ordinance, 256; 
Statutory Signals, 92; Track Crossing, 292; 
Trespasser, 20, 220, 386; Unnecessary Noise, 
56; War Control, 148. 


Rape—Complaint of Victim, 74. 


Receivers—Appointment of, 274; Collateral At- 
tack, 256; Custody of Law, 330. 
Receiving Stolen Goods—Accomplices, 256; 
Constructive Possession, 404. 


Reformation of Instruments—Denial of, 422; 
Equity, 202; Fraud, Accident and Mistake, 
292; Intent, 238; Intention, 404; Mistake, 110, 
404; Mutual Mistake, 110, 256. 


Release—Breach of Marriage Promise, 292; Con- 
fidential Relation, 74; Deduction from Re- 
covery, 274; Mistake as to Injury, 110; Rati- 
fication, 256; Recitals, 110. 


Religious Societies—Rules and Regulations, 458. 


Remainders—Acceleration of, 166; Statute of 
Limitations, 110, 348. 


Removal of Causes—Nonfeasance of Employe, 
0; Removability, 348. 


Replevin—Damages, 330; Demand, 74; Exem- 
plary Damages, 202; Possession, 56; Pur- 
chase in*Good Faith, 366. 


Robbery—Actual Force, 292. 


Sales—Acceptance, 56, 74, 148, 274, 292; Assign- 
ability, 274; Blank Forms, 130; Breach of 
Contract, 312; Burden of Proof, 330; Cash, 
386; Completed Contract, 312: Conditional 
Sale, 56, 238, 386; Contract, 422: Counter- 
claim, 404; Damages, 184; Delay, 422: De- 
livery, 366; Divisible Contract, 130; Entire 
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Contract, 38; Executory Contract, 20, 220; Trial—cC i 
Express | Warranty, $48; False Representa, rial redibility of Witnesses, 330. 
ons, 20; FO. B. Shipment, 166, 220, 348: | prusts—Burden of Proof, 348; Compensation, 


Good Will, 92; Implied Warranty, 20, 238, 
830, 458; Inspection, 20; Manufacturer, 74; 
Nondelivery, 404; Offer and Acceptance, 74, 
404; Option, 184; Passing of Title, 184; 
Place of Contract, 166; Prompt Rescission, 
220; Reasonable Price, 202; Rejection, 292; 
Rescission, 130, 220, 266, 348; Reserving Title, 
130; Retention of Title, 238, 422: Return of 
Property, 130; Sale by Sample, 312; Special 
Agreement, 74; Statute of Limitations, 330; 
Tender, 184, 202; Title, 92; Transfer of 
Title, 238; Uncertainty, 92; Unconditional 
Offer, 148; Unplanted Crop, 366; Usages and 
Practice, 238; Vendor’s Lien, 422; Waiver of 
Breach, 220; Warranty, 256, 312, 330, 440. 


Searches and Seizures—aArrest, 74. 


Set-Off and Counterclaim—Equity, 74, 256. 


Schools and School Districts—Board of Educa- 


tion, 312 
Specific Performance—Abetting Breach, 404; 
Action for, 74; Consideration, 386; Insol- 


vency, 20; Joinder, 422; Laches, 130; Mutu- 
ality, 166; Oral Contract, 404. 


Statutes—Ejusdem Generis, 292; 


Prospective 
Operation, 312. 


Statute of Limitations—Stale Demand, 92. 


Street Railroads—Contributory Negligence, 422; 
Expiration of Franchise, 404; Last Clear 
Chance, 166; Ordinary Care, 130; Right of 
Way, 292; Vigilant Outlook, 166; Warning 
Signals, 184. 


Taxation—Burden of Proof, 330; Clerical Error, 
184; Delinquency, 148; Double Taxation, 184; 
Essential Right, 312; Inheritance Tax, 56; 
Situs, 66, 148, 312; Swamp Lands, 56; Tax 
Deed, 184; Transfer Tax, 330; Undervalua- 
tion, 184. 


Telegraphs and Telephones—Limiting Liability, 
292; Public Service Commission, 74 


Tenancy in Common—Independent Holding, 366; 
Partition, 404; Profits, 130; Statute of Lim- 
itations, 130. 


Torts—Unintended Effect, 366. 


Trade-Marks and Trade-Names — Descriptive 
Word, 256, 440; Exclusive Use, 312; Imita- 
oem pa} Registration, 330; Unfair Competi- 
tion, 422. 


Treason—Overt Act, 404. 


Treaties—Alien Anarchist, Constitutional- 


ity, 312 


404; 


oegape tee Timber, 422; Shade Trees, 
148. 





166; Declaration of Trust, 440; Dual Office, 


312; Expenses of Litigation, 184; Fee Tail, - 


458; Good Faith, 166; Merger, 422; Perpe- 
tuities, 148; Restraint in Alienation, 166; 
Termination, 422; Trustee ex Malificio, 312. 


United States—Misfeasance by Officers, 20. 


Usury—Corrupt Intent, 256, 274; Estoppel, 184; 
Forbearance, 184; Personal Defense, 202. 


Vendor and Purchaser—Abandonment of Con- 
tract, 74; Appurtenance, 166; Assignment, 
348; Bond for Title, 220; Constructive Notice, 
292; Counter Offer, 56; Earnest Money, 92; 
Election of Remedy, 38; Essence of Contract, 
312; Executory Contract, 312; Forfeiture, 312, 
386; Fraudulent Representation, 312; Mer- 
chantable Title, 256, 330; Misrepresentation, 
256; Mutual Mistake, 184; Option, 74, 92, 110; 
Registration, 110; Rescission, 220; Tender of 
Deed, 130; Unrecorded Deed, 422. 


Venue—tTransitory Action, 148. 


War—aAlien Enemy, 56, 458; Cold Storage, 238; 
Special Contract, 292; Warehouse Certifi- 
cates, 220 


Waste—Contingent Remainder, 366. 


Waters and Water Courses—Domestic Use, 330; 
Irrigation, 458; Percolation, 110; Riparian 
Owner, 274, 292, 312, 366. 


Wharves—Railroad Commissioners, 166. 


Wills—Ademption, 386; agreement to Make, 256; 
Codicil, 404; Construction, 202, 330, 422; De- 
clarations of Testator, 110; Delusion, 56; 
Domicile, 202; Execution, 110; Executory De- 
vise, 38; Family Settlement, 330; Foreign 
Wills, 422; Gift, 238; Heirs, 38, 130; Holo- 
graph, 2, 458; Inconsistent Clause, 440; 
Insane Delusion, 202; Intent, 220, 238, 330, 
348; Intestacy, 422; Issue Defined, 404; Joint 
Lives, 130; Joint Wills, 110; Lapsed Legacy, 
20; Legacy, 386; Letters of Testator, 74; Life 
Estate, 458; Partial Intestacy, 110; Postpon- 
ing Enjoyment, 166; Probate, 238; Publica- 
tion, 292; Repugnancy, 148, 202; Residuary 
Estate, 312, 348; Revocation of Deed, 366; 
Signing, 184; Taking Effect, 440; Testa- 
mentary Capacity, 92, 130, 422; Title by De- 
scent, 458; Unborn Child, 184; Undue In- 
fluence, 110, 130, 148, 184, 292; Unnatural 
Bequest, 92; Vested Interest, 238; Words in 
Codicil, 330. 


Witnesses—Accused as Witness, 292; Compe- 
tency, 386; Leading Questions, 274; Manner 
of Testifying, 56; Refreshing Memory, 238. 


Woods and Forests—Cancellation of Patent, 404. 
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, a in different localities make it impossible to publish a uniform scale of fees. Kindly mention 
j the CENTRAL LAW JOURNAL when corresponding with attorneys whose names appear in 
this list. 
ai ALABAMA, OPELIKA, CONWAY CALIFORNIA. 
Pa N. D. Denson. A. L. Barber 
: a a 
; @. oh It. TALLADE 
G. O enault. 3 Peat FORREST CITY. . Emmons. 
; ATHENS. 8. H. Mann. BERKELEY. 
n W. R. Walker. TUSKEGEE. Herbert W. Clark. 
BIRMINGHAM oe eee 7 ee 
3 Covington & Grant. FRESNO. 
Bi kien, | TSUKI iB. Oelesby. SPs 
7 “a andersea. ae . Thos. B, Pryor. Alva E. Snow. 
. Lyon Bradley. HOLLISTER. 
: Chamblee & Cham- ALASKA. EL DORADO. G. H. Moore. 
S ei lee. W. C. Medley. 
" 4 Leader & Ewing. CORDOVA. JACKSON. 
- = Ivey F. Lewis. Edward F. Medley. | HEBER SPRINGS. Robert C. Bole. 
s 4 F. W. McArthur. Mortimer Frauenthal. 
; : Emmett O’Neal JUNEAU. LONG BEACH. 
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Nathan L. Miller. 

Hugh Morrow. 

Erle Pettus. 

Tillman, Bradley & 
Morrow. 

Sterling 2 A. Wood. 


CULLMAN 
Paine Denson 


oy yg 
D.. W. Crawford. 


DOTHAN 
Chapman & Lewis 


=> 
; ee eCaughey. 


ENTERPRISE 
J. C. Yarborough 


GADSDEN. 
P. BE. Culli, 
Victor Vance 


MOBILE. 
Wm. H. Armbrecht. 
Frederick G. Brom- 


erg. 
Chas. W. Tompkins. 


MONTGOMERY. 

W. M. ~~" 

Hon. — > 
Bricke 

Hill, Hill, “Whiting & 
Thomas. 

Stuart M. MacKenzie. 

Steiner, Crum & 
Weil. 

Ray Rushton. 

Hon. Wm. H. 
Thomas. 








John Rustgard. 


ARIZONA. 


BISBEE. 
Edw. J. Flanigan. 


FLORENCE. 
E. P. Patterson. 


GLOBE 
Gus. H. Wende. 


HOLBROOK. 
Clarence H. Jordan 


KINGMAN. 
Cc. W. Herndon. 
Carl G. Krook 


PHOENIX. 
J. lL. B. Alexander, 
Ray A. Hall. 
B. E. Marks. 
G. P. Nevitt. 


TOMBSTONE. 
W. G. Gilmore. 


TUCSON. 
Frank E. Curley. 
ARKANSAS. 


ASHDOWN. 
John J. Dulaney. 


BATESVILLE. 
John B. McCaleb. 


BLYTHEVILLE. 
R. A. Nelson. 





HOT SPRINGS. 
J. P. Henderson. 


JONESBORO. 
Basil Baker. 


LITTLE ROCK. 
Ashley Cockrill. 
H. T. Harrison. 
Tom M. Mehaffy, 
D. D. Terry. 
Kinsworthy & 

Henderson. 


MORRILLTON. 
John F. Sellers. 


MT. IDA. 
Mac W. Martin. 


MURFREESBORO 
O. A. Featherston 
Claude A. Rankin 


NEWPORT. 
Boyce & Mack. 
John W. Stayton. 


PINE BLUFF. 
W. F. Coleman. 
Taylor & Jones. 
W. T. Wooldridge. 


RUSSELLVILLE, 
J. T. Bullock. 
J. B. Ward. 

TEXARKANA. 


Thaddeus B. Vance. 
Frank S. Quinn, 





McCaughan & 
McCaughan. 


LOS ANGELES. 

S. L. Carpenter. 

Wm. Thomas Helms. 

Harvey D. Cheney. 

Fredericks & 
Hanna. 

Gibson, Trask, Dunn 
& Crutcher. 

A. W. Hutton. 

Thomas C. Job. 

Frank James. 

E. E. Milliken. 

E. C. Pyle. 

Paran F. Rice. 

Duke Stone. 

E. M. Swartz. 


NAP 
Soin T. York. 


OAKLAND. 
Carl H. Abbott. 
Chas. A, Beardsley. 
Harmon Bell. 


R. M. Fitzgerald. 
Paul C. Thorne. 


ONTARIO 
E. H. Joliffe. 


Pape. 
. M. Kerr. 


PETALUMA. 
W. H. Early. 


RIVERSIDB. 
Cc. W. Benshoof. 
Adair & Winder. 
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ROSEVILLE. 
J. B. Gibson. 


+e oe 
J. W. S. Butler. 
Devlin & Devlin. 


SAN DIEGO. 
F. W. Stearns. 


SAN FRANCISCO. 
W. M. Abbott. 
W. P. Bosley. 
F. P. Deering. 
Edward C. Harrison. 
Knight & Heggerty. 
Lent & Humphrey. 
Augustin C. Keane. 
G. W. McEnerney. 
W. H. Orrick. 
F. W. Sawyer. 
Grant H. Smith. 
U. S. Webb. 


SANTA ANA, 
Horatio J. Forgy. 


SANTA MARIA. 
F. J. Feeney. 


SOUTH PASADENA. 
Percy L. Edwards. 


ag tap 
A. H. Ashley. 


TULARE. 
Cc. L. Russell. 


TURLOCK. 
R. R. Fowler. 


WILLOWS. 
Frank Freeman. 


YREKA 
Tapscott & Tapscott. 


COLORADO. 


BRECKINRIDGE. 
Carl A, Kaiser. 


COLORADO SPRINGS. 
James A. Orr. 


DENVER, 
John T. Bottom. 
Paul M. Clark. 
H. W. Danforth. 
Henry A. Dubbs. 
W. R. Eaton. 
Hon. James E. Gar- 
rigues. 
Philip Hornbein. 
Gerald Hughes. 
Frederick T. 
Henry. 
Hon. Robt. E. ‘Lewis. 
Henry McAllister, Jr, 
Thos. J. O'Donnell. 
R. D. Rees. 
Howard S. Robert- 
son. 
Barnwell S. Stuart. 
Gilbert A. Walker. 


DURANGO, 
Reese McCloskey. 


FT. COLLINS. 
R. W. Fleming. 
Fred W. Stow. 


FORT MORGAN 
Walter S. Coen. 


aw + ~ rian 
M. Loga 
, # Vv. Reraber's. 








GREELEY. 
F. J. Green. 
Wm. H. Thompson. 
Charles D. Todd. 


IDAHO SPRINGS. 
Fred P. Starke. 


JULESBURG. 
Roy T. Johnson. 


LA JUNTA. 
A. B. Wallis. 


LOVELAND. 
John H. Simpson, 


PUEBLO 
Adams & Gast 


be me ae 
W. Allen. 


TRINIDAD. 
Malcolm B. Erick- 
son. 


CONNECTICUT. 


BRIDGEPORT. 
Cullinan & Cullinan. 


HARTFORD. 
John F. Forward. 
John J. Dwyer. 
Jacob Schwolsky. 


NEW HAVEN. 
Watrous & Day. 
James E. Wheeler. 


Robert J. Woodruff. 


NEW LONDON 

ao. B. Calkins. 
H. A. Hull. 

Thos. E Troland. 


ORANGE. 
Robt. J. Woodruff. 


STAMFORD. 


Frederick C. Taylor. 


WATERBURY. 
T. F. Carmody. 
John H. Cassidy. 
Chas, G. Root. 


DELAWARE. 


WILMINGTON. 
Thos. J. Laffey. 
John P. Nields. 
H. H. Ward. 


DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA. 


WASHINGTON. 
John 8S. Barbour. 
Harold Beyer. 
Geo. L. Boyle. 
Henry M. Foote 
Melville Church. 
Cc. L. Johnson. 
Chas. H. Le Fevre. 
Geo. Shiras, Jr. 
Chapin Browne. 
Watson E. Coleman. 
Geo. C. Gertman. 
Thomas M. Henry. 
Frank J. Hogan. 
Leckie, Cox & 

Kratz. 

Robert Proctor. 
Hon. Thos. Sterling. 
F. S. Swindell. 
J. C. Robertson. 
Wayne B. Wheeler. 





FLORIDA. 


BARTOW. 
H. K. Olliphant. 


BLOUNTSTOWN. 
Ray & Cox. 


COCOA. 
Gus C. Edwards. 


sa * gy Swng 

Cc. M. a Chas. 
P. & J. J. G. 
Cooper. 

Henry C. Clark. 

E. J. L. Engle. 

Kay, Adams & Rag- 
land. 

Miles W. Lewis. 

P. H. Odom. 


KISSIMMEE. 
G. P. Garrett. 


LAKELAND. 
J. H. Peterson, 


MARIANNA, 
John H. Carter. 


MIAMI, 
Atkinson & Burdine. 
A. J. Rose. 
Hudson, Wolfe & 
Cason. 


ORLANDO. 
Massey & Warlow. 


PALATKA. 
A. H. Odom. 


PENSACOLA. 
Philip D. Beall. 
W. A. Blount. 

J. N. Hutchins. 
E. C. Maxwell. 
Watson & Pasco. 
R. P. Reese. 

W. B, Sheppard. 


rupee. 
W. B. Davis. 


ST. AUGUSTINE. 
G. W. Bassett, Jr. 
Geo. W. Jackson. 


SANFORD. 
Schelle Maines. 


TALLAHASSEE. 
Van C. Swearingen. 


TAMPA. 
E. J. Binford. 
McMullen & Pette- 
way. 
K. I. McKay. 
S. M. Sparkman, 
Wm. M. Taliaferro. 


John P. Wall. 
J. T. Watson. 


GEORGIA. 


ALBANY. 
Leonard Farkas. 
Claude Payton. 


AMERICUS. 
J. A. Hixon. 
G. R. Ellis. 
J. Lewis Ellis. 
T. O. Marshall. 


ASHBURN. 
James H. Pate. 





ATHENS. 
=. ene & 


J. 3 ‘Strickland. 


ATLANTA. 

Reuben R. Arnold. 

Robert C. Alston. 

Brewster, Howell & 
Heyman. 

Geo. F. Gober. 

J. L. Mayson. 

Smith, Hammond & 
Smith. 

Albert E. Mayer. 

Moore & Moore. 

Cc. L, Pettigrew. 

Alex W. Stephens. 

W. D. Thomson. 

Edgar Watkins. 

Geo. Westmoreland. 


AUGUSTA. 
Cc. H. & R. S. Cohen. 
Wm. H. Fleming. 
Henry S. Jones. 
T. S. Lyons. 


BARNESVILLE. 
Charles J. Lester. 


BRUNSWICK. 
Daniel Webster 
Krauss, 
Max Isaac. 


CAMILLA. 


Peacock & Gardner. 


CANON. 
Don T. Barnes. 


CARTERSVILLE. 
W. C. Henson. 


COLUMBUS. 
Cc. E. Battle. 
Love & Fort. 
Geo. C. Palmer, 


CORDELE. 
A. S. Bussey. 
F. G. Boatright. 
Crum & Jones, 


COVINGTON. 
Chas. C. King. 


DAWSON. 
W. H. Gurr. 


DUBLIN 
R. I. Stephens. 


FITZGERALD. 
E. P. Keefer. 
Alex J. McDonald. 


GAINESVILLE, 
A. C. Wheeler. 


GRIFFIN. 
W. H. Taylor. 


MACON. 
Chas. J. Bloch. 
Wm. W. Brewton. 
Chas. H. Hall. 
Sidney W. Hatcher. 
Harry 8S. Strozier. 


MONROE. 
Orrin Roberts. 


MONTEZUMA. 
Jule Felton. 


MONTICELLO. 
Green F. Johnson. 


PRESTON. 
J. F. Souter. 
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SAVANNAH. MOSCOW. CHICAGO. STREATOR. 
Ss. B, Adams. Scott Ogden. Winston, Strawn Wm. H. Boys. 
Robert L. Colding. & Shaw 


Lawton & Cunning- 
ham. 

Jacob Gazan. 

Peter W. Meldrim. 

o’Byrne, Hartridge. 
& Wright. 

Osborne & Law- 
rence. 

Geo. W. Owens. 

T. P. Ravenel. 

Russell & Gignilliat. 

W. B. Stubbs. 


STATESBORO. 
R. L. Morse. 


SYLVANIA. 
A. B. Lovett. 


SWAINSBORO. 
I. L. Price. 
F. H. Saffold. 


THOMASTON. 
James R. Davis. 


TIFTON 
Fulwood & Hargrett. 


WAYCROSS. 
James F. Morgan. 
Parks & Reed. 
Wilson & Bennett. 
Parker & Parker. 


WAYNESBORO. 
Emory R. Price. 


WRIGHTSVILLE. 
A. L. Hatcher. 


HAWAIIAN ISLANDS. 


HONOLULU. 
Wm. T. Carden. 
Thompson & 
Cathcart. 
Ambrose J. Wirtz. 


WAILUKU. 
E. R. Bevins. 


IDAHO. 


AMERICAN FALLS. 
Oo. R. Baum. 


BOISE CITY. 
Chas. F. Koelsch. 
Oppenheim & Lam- 
pert. 


CALDWELL. 
Owen M. Van Duyn. 


COUER D'ALENE. 
M. G. Whitney. 


COUNCIL. 
L. L. Burtenshaw. 


EMMETT. 
Geo. C. Huebener. 


IDAHO FALLS. 
B. A. Owen. 


KELLOGG. 
R. T. Morgan. 


LEWISTON. 
James E. Babb. 
Fred E. Butler. 
Daniel Needham. 
Chas. H. Chance. 





NAMPA 
D. L. Rhodes. 
J. A. Partridge. 


OAKLEY. 
W. L. Dunn. 


POCATELLO. 
Jos. E, Harvey. 
O. R. Woods. 


SANDPOINT. 
Herman H. Taylor. 
E. W. Wheelan. 


TWIN FALLS. 
W. P. Guthrie. 
S. L. Hodgins. 
Turner K. Hackman, 


ILLINOIS. 


AURORA. 
B. P. Alschuler. 
Peffers & Wing. 


BELLEVILLE. 
Hon. Geo. A. Crow. 


BELVIDERE. 
P. H. O’Donnell. 


BLOOMINGTON. 
Barry & Morrissey. 
. EB. & R. C. De 
Mange. 


BLUE ISLAND. 
Henry W. Buhring 


CARTHAGE. 
Charles J. Scofield. 
Hartzell & Cava- 
naugh. 


CHAMPAIGN. 
R. S. Bauer. 


CHICAGO. 
J. W. Alderman. 
E. A. Aborn. 
Edmund D. Adcock. 
Ashcraft & Ashcraft 
E. R. Bliss, Jr. 
F. L. Boyd. 
Aug. Binswanger. 
Buell & Abbey. 
H. G. Colson, 
E. S. Cummings. 
Thos. Dent. 
F. B. Ebbert. 
Ray F. Feagans., 
Timothy J. Fell. 
John R. Guilliams. 
Milton Hart. 
Henry M. Hagan. 
Andrew Humme- 


John L. Hopkins, 

John H. Kay. 

Jas. C. McMath. 

John S. Miller. 

Perry Patterson. 

Cc. F. Wiehe. 

Joseph A. MclIner- 
ney. 

James C. McShane. 

A. W. Martin. 

M. A. Mergentheim. 

Edwin A, Munger. 

Nicholas A. Pope. 


Rosenthal, Hamill 
& Wormser. 
E. S. Wilson. 





John L. Shortall. 
Edgar B. Tolman. 
Harris F, Williams. 


DANVILLE. 
Lindley, Penwell & 
Lindley. 


DWIGHT. 
Roy V. Seymour. 


E. ST. LOUIS. 
Kramer, Kramer & 
Campbell. 


ELIZABETHTOWN. 
James A. Watson. 


EVANSTON. 
Robt. H. Gault. 


FREEPORT. 
I, P. Gassman, 


FULTON. 
Cc. C. McMahon. 


GALESBURG. 
Williams, Law- 
rence, Welsh & 
Green. 


HERRIN. 
A. D. Morgan. 


JACKSONVILLE. 
Wm. N. Hairgrove. 
Wm. T. Wilson. 


JOLIET. 
Barr, McNaughton 
& Barr. 
JOHNSTON CITY. 
J. E. Carr. 


KANKAKEE. 
Smith & Marcotte. 


MACOMB. 
Chas, I. Imes. 


MATTOON. 
Andrews & Vause. 
Bryan H. Tivnen. 


MONMOUTH. 
J. B. Brown. 
R. J. Grier. 


OTTAWA. 
Jas. J. Conway. 
Rector C. Hitt. 


PEKIN. 


Prettyman, Velde & ! 


Prettyman. 


PEORIA. 
Henry C. Fuller, 
Hon. C. V. Miles. 


RANTOUL. 
Jas. F. Clark. 


ROCKFORD. 
A. D. Early. 
Cc. W. Ferguson, 
Robt. Rew. 


ROCK ISLAND. 
Stafford, Schoede & 
Stafford, 


SPRINGFIELD. 
T. L. Jarrett. 





SYCAMORE. 
John Faissler. 


WATSEKA. 
A. F. Goodyear. 
John P. Pallissard. 
Claude N. Saum. 


WAUKEGAN. 
Welch & Welch. 


WOODSTOCK. 
David R, Joslyn. 


INDIANA. 


ANDERSON. 
J. A. Van Osdal. 


AUBURN. 
P. V. Hoffman. 


CAMBY. 
Wendell Rawlins. 


COLUMBUS. 
John Rynerson 


CRAWFORDSVILLE. 
Benj. Crane. 


EAST CHICAGO. 
Walter Lopatka. 


ELKHART. 
Cc. C. Raymer. 


EVANSVILLE. 
Merritt H. Perkins. 


FORT WAYNE. 
Breen & Morris, 
Wm. £. Clapham. 
Emrick & Emrick. 
Samuel M. Hench. 


FRANKFORT. 
Thos. M. Ryan. 


FRANKLIN. 
White & Owens. 


GARY. 
Leonard W. Felker. 


GOSHEN. 
A. S. Zook. 


GREENCASTLE. 
B. F. Corwin. 


GREENSBURG. 
John F. Goddard. 
Rollin A. Turner. 
Wickens & Osborn. 


HAMMOND. 
Bomberger, Peters 
& Northland. 

F. Crumpacker. 


HUNTINGTON. 
Milo M. Feightner. 
Sumner Kenner, 


INDIANAPOLIS. 
James E. Bingham. 
Bingham & Bingham 
Clarence A. Call. 
Milton L. Clawson. 
Earl R. Conder. 
Charles E. Cox. 
Edward Doyle. 
Lehman & Faust. 
De Mano & Forshaw. 
Geo. W. Galvin. 
Frank L. Glass. 

Ira M. Holmes. 
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RCA MAPOLSR. 

E. H. Iglehart. 
EF. W. Littlejohn. 
Newberger, Simon 

& Davis. 
Orbison & Olive. 
Emil C. Stroeh. 
Harold Taylor. 
W. W. Thornton. 
Jos. P. Turk. 

D. E. Watson. 
Geo. W. Young. 


INDIANA HARB 
W. J. Murray. 


KNIGHTSTOWN. 
Newby & Newby. 


KNOX. 
Chas. H. Peters. 


KOKOMO, 


Bell & Kirkpatrick. 


Jos. C. Herron. 


LAFAYETTE. 
Wm. H. Crockett. 
E. P. Hammond. 
W. H. Parkinson. 
Chas. A. West. 


LOGANSPORT. 
Arthur & Arthur. 
Chas. E. Hale. 


MISHAWAKA. 
Enos E. Long. 


MUNCIE. 
Koons & Koons. 
Orr & Clark. 


NAPPANEE. 
Perry A. Early. 


NORTH VERNON. 
Wm. Fitzgerald. 


PERU. 
Cox & Andrews. 


RICHMOND. 
Gardner, Jessup & 
White. 


SOUTH BEND 
P. C. Fergus. 


Edwin H. Sommerer. 
Thad M. Talcott, Jr. 


SPENCER. 
I. H. Fowler. 


SULLIV. 
Chas. te ‘Hunt. 


TERRE HAUTE. 
Wm. T. Douthitt. 


UNION CITY. 
Wm. W. Fowler. 


VINCENNES. 
Curtis G. Shake. 


WARSAW. 
L. W. Royse. 


IOWA. 


ALBIA. 
John T. Clarkson. 


ALGONA. 
W. B. Quarton. 


BEDFORD. 
Flick & Flick. 
Frank Wisdom. 
Wm. M. Jackson. 


BOONE. 
Dyer, Jordan & 
er. 





BURLINGTON. 
LaMonte Cowles. 


CEDAR FALLS. 
J. B. Newman. 


CEDAR RAPIDS. 
Rickel & Dennis. 
Redmond & Stewart. 


CHEROKEE. 
Lew McDonald. 


CLINTON. 
F. L. Holleran. 


COUNCIL BLUFFS. 
Tinley, Mitchell, 
Pryor & Ross. 


DAVENPORT. 
Jas. W. Bollinger. 
Chas. Gilchrist. 


DECOR 
H. F. Aparthell. 


DES MOINES. 

W. S. Ayres. 

Bowen & Alberson. 

O. M. Brockett. 

M. H. Cohen. 

Frank H. Dewey. 

Halloran & Starkey. 

Clyde Kirk, 

Mulvaney & Mul- 
vaney. 

Clinton L. Nourse. 

Parker, Parrish & 
Miller. 

Oscar Strauss. 

Sullivan & Sulli- 
van. 

S. G. Van Auken. 

Geo. Wambach. 

Geo. A. Wilson. 


DUBUQUE. 
Robert W. Clewell, 
J. P. Frantzen. 
Kenline & Roedell. 


EMMETSBURG. 
McCarty & McCarty. 


ESTHERVILLE. 
F. J. Kennedy. 


FORT DODGE. 


Price & Burnquist. 
Robert Healy. 
Hon. R. M. Wright. 


GREENFIELD. 
Frank B. Wilson. 


HAWARDEN. 
Cc. E. Gantt. 


HUMBOLDT. 
F. Coyle. 


INDIANOLA. 
Oo. C. Brown. 
IOWA CITY. 
Chas. M. Dutcher. 


LE MARS. 
P. Farrell. 


LIVERMORE. 
F. M. Miles. 


MARCUS. 
Lawrence Radcliffe. 


MARSHALLTOWN. 
E. N. Farber. 
A. B. Hoover. 
Cc. H. Van Law. 


NORTHWOOD. 
Carl O. Gunderson. 








OSKALOOSA. 
Burrell & Devitt. 


POCAHONTAS. 
Hudson & Hudson. 


RED OAK. 
R. W. Beeson. 


ar “iy ty! CITY. 
S. A. Frick. 


SHENANDOAH. 
Barl R. Ferguson. 


SIOUX CITY. 
Kass Bros. 
Ben I. Salinger, Jr. 
Sears, Snyder & 
Gleysteen. 


TAMA. 
J. W. Willett. 


TIPTON. 
WwW. G W. Geiger. 


TOLEDO. 
J. R. Caldwell. 
Cc, E. Walters. 


WAPELLO. 
Arthur Springer. 


WATERLOO. 
Edwards, Longley, 
Ransier & Harris. 


WEBSTER CITY. 
Wesley Martin. 


KANSAS. 


ARKANSAS CITY. 
L. C. Brown. 
Faulconer & Wright 


+4 
Frank A. Lutz. 


COFFEYVILLE. 
W. E. Zeigler. 


COLDWATER. 
Jay T. Botts. 


COUNCIL GROVE. 
Edwin Anderson. 


FORT SCOTT. 
John H. Crain. 


a ag 
W. H. Edmundson. 
James N. Kennedy. 


HAYS 
E. C. Flood. 


HUTCHINSON. 
Wm. H. Burnett. 
F. Dumont Smith. 


INDEPENDENCE. 
N. E. Van Tuyl. 


JEWELL. 
R. C. Postlewaite. 


JUNCTION CITY. 
Humphrey & 
Humphrey. 

U. S. Weary. 


KANSAS CITY. 
McCamish. 


Hon. John T. Sims. 
Brady & Mellott 





KINGMAN 
H. E. Walter. 


LA CROSSE. 
H. L. Anderson. 


LAWRENCE. 
L. H. Menger. 


LEAVENWORTH. 
Floyd BE. Harper. 
J. H. Wendorff. 


LIBERAL. 
V. H. Grinstead. 


MANKATO. 
Cc. Clyde Myers. 


MEDICINE LODGE. 
Noble, Tincher & 
Houck. 


NEWTON. 
Ezra Branine. 


RUSSELL. 
Oscar Ostrum. 
J. G Vogelsang. 


SALINA. 
J. A. Fleming. 
John H. Wilson, 


—*s CITY. 
R. D. Armstrong. 


ST. FRANCIS. 
Leigh Dowling. 


ST. JOHN. 
Robert Garvin. 


SMITH CENTER. 
L. C. Uhl & Son. 


TOPEKA. 

W. A. S. Bird. 
Richard J. Hopkins. 
D. R. Hite 

A. M. Thomet. 


WELLINGTON. 
W. T. McBride. 


WICHITA. 

John W. Adams. 
Geo. Gardner. 
Houston & Brooks. 
Benj. F. Hegler. 
Chester I. Long. 

I. H. Stearns. 
Vermilion, Evans, 

Carey & Lilleston. 


WINFIELD. 
Ss. C. Bloss. 
KENTUCKY. 


ASHLAND. 

Frank C. Malin. 
Mont Walker. 
John W. Woods. 


BEATTYVILLE. 
H. D. Parrish. 


DIXON. 
we 


FRANKLIN. 
W. R. Peebles. 


GLASGOW. 
W. L, Porter. 


HYDE 
Cleon “x. Calvert. 


a ome & Bilack- — 
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LEXINGTON. 
Richard J. Colbert. 
Wm. C. G. Hobbs. 
Shelby, Northcutt & 
Shelby. 


LOUISVILLE. 
S. A. Anderson. 
James P. Brown. 
William B. Eagles. 
H. B. Fleece. 
Wm. F. Clarke, Jr. 
Clarence Dallam. 
Morton K. Yonts. 
Beckham Over- 

street. 


MANCHESTER. 
A. T. W. Manning. 


MAYSVILLE. 
Hon. A. M. J. 
Cochran. 


MIDDLESBORO. 
John Howard, 


MORGANFIELD. 
Allen, Harris & Al- 
len. 


MORGANTOWN 
N. T. Howard. 


MT. VERNON. 
c. C. Williams. 


OW ENSBORO. 
Gilbert Holbrook. 


PADUCAH. 
Hon. Wm. Reed. 


WILLIAMSBURG. 
Rose & Pope. 
H. H. Tye. 


LOUISIANA. 


ALEXANDRIA. a 
J. W. Hawthorne. 


BATON ROUGE. 
R. L. Tullis. 


FRANKLIN. 
Paul Kramer. 


MORGAN CITY. 
Chas. L. Wise. 


NEW ORLEANS. 

Caffrey, Quintero. 
Gidiere & Brumby. 

Nicholas G. Carbajal. 

Carroll & Carroll. 

Dart & Kernan. 

J. C. Davey. 

Farrar, Goldburg & 
Dufour. 

Foster, Milling, Saal 
& Milling. 

Lewis R. Graham. 

E. H. McCaleb. 

Chas. J. Rivet. 

— & Bene- 


Richara B. Mont- 
gomery. 
John F. Tobin. 
RUSTON. 
Barksdale & Barks- 
dale. 


SHREVEPORT. 
Thatcher & Welsh. 


_ WHITE CASTLE. 


Joseph Nicolosi. 





MAINE. 


BELFAST. 
Ralph I. Morse. 


BIDDEFORD. 
Hon. Geo. L. Emery. 


CALAIS. 
Ashley St. Clair. 


CORNISH, 
Walter P. Perkins. 


GORHAM. 
J. A. Waterman. 


LEWISTON. 
J. G. Chabot. 


MADISON. 
Cc. O. Small. 


PORTLAND. 
John T. Fagan. 
Hon. Clarence Hale. 
D. A. Meaher. 
Harry E. Nixon. 
Frank W. Robinson. 


WATERVILLE. 
Chas. W. Atchley. 


WESTBROOK. 
Wm. Lyons. 


MARYLAND. 


BALTIMORE. 
J. Henry Baker. 
Walter L. Clark. 
Hon. John J. Dobler. 
Chas. F. Harley. 
Hon. Chas. W. Heuis- 

ler. 

John Hinkley. 
Chas. M. Howard. 
Edwin C. Irelan. 
W. L. Marbury. 
E. N. Rich. 
John Henry Skeen. 
Webster C. Tall. 
Geo. Whitelock. 


CUMBERLAND. 
J. W. S. Cochrane. 


BEL AIR. 
Philip H. Close. 


DENTON. 


T. A. Goldsborough. 


HAGERSTOWN. 
Cc. A. Little. 
Albert J. Long. 
Elias B. Hartle. 
J. Augustine Mason. 
Leon R. Yourtee. 


HYATTSVILLE. 
J — Cc. Waters, 
r. 


PRINCE FREDERICK. 


John P. Briscoe. 


SALISBURY. 
F. Leonard Wailes. 


WESTERNPORT. 
Horace P. Whit- 
worth. 
MASSACHUSETTS, 


ADAMS. 
Edwin K. McPeck. 


BOSTON. 


Frank W. Grinnell. 
Edwin A. Krauthoff. 


Z W. Pickering. 
S. K. Hamilton. 
Adolph M. Schwarz. 





BROOKLINE. 
Alfred D. Chandler. 


CAMBRIDGE. 
Prof. Roscoe Pound. 


CONCORD. 
Chas. K. Darling. 


LAWRENCE. 
Wm. C. & E. J. Ford, 


LOWELL. 
John J. Pickman. 
Wm. D. Regan. 


SPRINGFIELD. 
James B. Carroll. 


WORCHESTER. 
Wm. C. Mellish. 
Chas. T. Tatman. 


MICHIGAN. 


ALPENA. 
I. S. Canfield. 


ANN ARBOR. 
M. J. Cavanaugh. 
Frank B. De Vine. 
Edson R. Sunderland 


BATTLE CREEK. 
Ira A. Beck. 
J. L. Hooper. 
Burritt Hamilton. 
John L. Mechem. 


BENTON HARBOR. 
Geo. W. Bridgman, 


CALUMET, 
Galbreath & McCor- 
mick. 
A. E. Peterman. 


DETROIT. 
Chas. L. Bartlett. 
Bishop & Kilpatrick. 
Black & Black. 
Geo. E. Brand. 
Campbell, Dewey & 
Stanton. 


Sidney S. ‘Cole. 

Jos. H. Clark. 

E. S. Clarkson. 

R. M. Connor, 

Crandell & Tinkham., 

John G. Cross. 

D. B. Duffield. 

John Galloway. 

Carl B. Grawn. 

Henderson, Connolly 
& Henderson. 

Wm. L. January. 

Keena, Lightner, Ox- 
toby & Hanley. 

J. &. me oO 


Henry J. Ken 
Wm. O'Neill — 
ner. 


Fred A. Lehman, 

B. J. Lincoln. 

Harold R. Martin. 

Sidney T. Miller. 

I. M. F. Morgan. 

Paul Oren. 

J. Lawrence Prim- 
rose. 

Ruby & Kaufman. 

Wm. S. Sayres, Jr. 

Newman Smith. 

Royal F. Sweet. 

Walters & Walters. 

Martin J. Wana- 
maker. 

Walter S. Wheeler. 

Whyte & Beyer. 

Don B. Williams. 

Ford M. Yokom. 





ESCANABA. 
H. J. Rushton. 


FLINT. 

Brownell, McBride 
& Gault. 

Thos. F. Stockton. 

Van Benschoten & 
Millard. 

Carton, Roberts & 
Stewart. 


GRAND HAVEN. 
Walter I. Lillie. 


GRAND RAPIDS. 
Frank I. Blake. 
Colin P. Campbell. 
B. M. Corwin. 

Hon. Reuben Hatch. 

Dorr Kuizema. 

Charles H. Lillie. 

Hon. Clarence W. 
Sessions. 


HOUGHTON. 
Herman A. Wieder. 


IRON RIVER. 
Fred F. Murphy. 


ITHACA. 
John W. Myers. 


JACKSON. 
John A. Dahlem. 
F. M. Freeman. 


KALAMAZOO. 
Cc. S. Carney. 
Clyde W. Ketcham. 


L’ ANSE. 
Hon. J. J. O’Connor. 


LANSING. 
Harry E. Hooker. 
Dean M. Kelley. 
Hon. J. W. Stone. 


MARQUETTE. 
Cc. F. Button. 


MUNISING. 
Richard E. O’Brien. 


ONTONAGON. 
John Jones. 


OWOSSO. 
Miner & Miner. 


PAW PAW. 
A. Lynn Free, 
“ee AW. 
R. L. Crane. 
Robert J. Curry. 


ST. JOHN’S. 
Wm. M. Smith. 


MINNESOTA. 


ARGYLE. 
E. A. Brekke. 


BAGLEY. 
Oscar T. Stenvick. 


BARNESVILLE. 
Curtis H. Pomeroy. 


BEMIDJTI. 
Chas. W. Scrutchin, 


BLUE EARTH. 
D. L. Morse. 


BRECKINRIDGE. 
Lewis E. Jones. 


CHISHOLM. 
Alger R. Syme. 
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DULUTH. 
F. T. Cuthbert. 
Harris & Pearson. 
John G. Williams. 
Washburn, Bailey & 

Mitchell. 

FAIRMONT. 

Albert R. Allen. 


FERGUS FALLS. 
Leonard Eriksson. 


GRAND RAPIDS. 

Alfred L. Thwing. 
HILL CITY. 

Fred W. Allin. 
LITTLE FALLS. 

A. H. Vernon. 


MINNEAPOLIS. 
Rome G, Brown. 
Andrew A. Bruce. 
Hon. Wilbur F. 

Booth. 
Davis & Michel. 
Trafford N. Jayne. 
F. B. Dodge. 
Fifield & Finney. 
Kerr, Fowler, 

Schmitt & Furber. 
M. M. Joyce. 
John J. Martin. 
Jas. F. McNeely. 
A. C. Middlestadt. 
Edward Nelson. 
Joss & Ohmann. 
BE. A. Prendergast. 
Noel Sargent. 
James D. Shearer. 
Edw. Tenner. 
Paul J. Thompson. 
F. W. Zollman. 

MINNEOTA. 
Gislason & Gislason 

NEW PRAGUE. 

E. W. Komarek. 

ROCHESTER. 

Burt W. Eaton. 

ST. PAUL. . 

Alf. E. Boyeson. 
Pierce Butler. 
Davis, Severance & 


Olds. 
Donald S. Doty. 


Milton P. Firestone. 


G. Loevinger. 

Chas. A. Oberg. 
R. G. O'Malley. 
H. W. Phillips. 


Edward P. Sanborn. 


Ambrose Tighe. 

Essie W. Williams. 

John W. Willis. 
VIRGINIA. 

Carl A. Oukka. 
WARREN. 

Julius J, Olson. 
WASECA. 

John Moonan. 


WINONA. 
Brown, Abbott & 
Somsen. 
M. B. Webber. 


MISSISSIPPI. 


ABERDEEN. 

W. H. Clifton. 

G. J. Leftwich. 
BROOKHAVEN. 

T. Brady, Jr. 
CORINTH. 

W. C. Sweat. 
FULTON. 

James M. Brown. 
GREENVILLE. 

R. B. Campbell. 

GULFPORT. 

Chas. Scott Brown. 

Wm. E. Estopinal. 

John L. Heiss. 

Marion Morse. 











GREENWOOD. 

Whittington & Os- 

born. 

HATTIESBURG. 

Currie & Smith. 

T. C. Hannah. 
JACKSON. 

E. L. Trenholm. 

Hon. G. Garland 

Lyell. 

R. H. Thompson. 
LAUREL. 

W. S. Welch. 
LEXINGTON. 

E. F. Noel. 
NATCHEZ. 

A. H. Geisenberger. 
OKOLONA 

R. J. West. 
RALEIGH. 

T. J. Wills. 
RICHTON. 

E. C. Fishel. 
TUPELO. 

W. D. Anderson. 
VICKSBURG. 

T. G. Birchett. 

R. L. Dent. 
WOODVILLE. 

Ackland H. Jones. 


MISSOURI. 


CHILLICOTHE. 

L. A. Chapman. 

John H. Taylor. 
CLINTON, 

John A Gilbreath. 
COLLINS. 

W. H. Plaster. 
CRANE. 

J. William Cook. 
GENTRY. 

W. F. Seevers. 
HARRISONVILLE. 

J. R. Nicholson. 

W. D. Summers. 
HOUSTON. 

Barton & Impey. 
Robert Lamar. 
INDEPENDENCE. 
John H. Hardin. 

I. A. Smith. 
JEFFERSON CITY. 

Pope & Lohman. 
JOPLIN. 

J. Cc. Ammerman. 
KANSAS CITY. 

Henry D. Ashley. 

Murat Boyle. 

Edwin Camack. 


J. W. Dana. 

Hon. Thos. P. Fen- 
lon. 

Krauthoff, McClin- 


tock & Quant. 
Elliott H. Jones. 
Thad. B. Landon. 
Clement A. Lawler. 
W. H. H. Piatt. 
Grant I. Rosen- 
zweig. 

Cc. E. Small, 
Warner, Dean, Mc- 
Leod & Lang- 

worthy. 
KEYTESVILLE. 
Roy W. Rucker. 
LEBANON. 
A. W. Curry. 
Phil M. Donnelly. 
MARYVILLE. 
— L. McDoug- 
al. 


MEMPHIS. 
Hon. W. M. Petten- 
gill. 








MEXICO. 

W. W. Fry, ZJr. 
MOBERLY. 

Hunter & Chamier. 
NEOSHO. 

Leo H. Johnson. 


PLATTE CITY. 
Jas, H. Hull. 


POPLAR BLUFF. 
Abington & Abing- 


ton. 
David W. Hill. 
RICHMOND. 
T. N. Lavelock. 


ST. JOSEPH. 
Geo. W. Groves, 


ST. LOUIS. 

Hon. Shepard Bar- 
clay. 

Clarence A. Barnes. 

Arnim C. Beste. 

P. Taylor Bryan, 

Boyle & Priest. 

N. C. Collier. 

John Cashman. 

Edward D’Arcy. 

Marion C. Early. 

W. F. Evans, 

D. A. Frank. 

J. C. Fisher. 

Hon. R. L. Goode. 

Bernard Greens- 
felder. 

Claud D. Hall. 

Virgil Harris. 

Chas. M. Hay. 

Richard A. Jones. 

Jones, Hocker, 
Sullivan & Angert. 

Chester H. Krum. 

J. F. Lee. 

F. W. Lehmann. 

Muench, Walther & 
Muench. 

A. H. Robbins. 

D. Upthegrove. 

John C. Vaughn. 

Werner & Penney. 

Edw. J. White. 

H. C. Whitehill. 

Hon. Jas. E, With- 


row. 
Tyrrell Williams. 
SALEM. 
G. C. Dalton. 
SAVANNAH. 
Booher & 
Williams. 


TARKIO. 

John A. Gurlash. 
TRENTON 
Platt Hubbell. 
TROY. 

R. L. Sutton. 


VAN BUREN. 
Garry H. Yount. 


MONTANA. 


BILLINGS. 
Collins. Campbell & 
Wood. 
E. E. Enterline. 
Grimstad & Brown. 
Oo. Lunke. 
BUTTE. 
J. E. Healy. 
H. A. Tyvand. 
CHINOOK. 
Daniel Kenyon. 
FORT BENTON. 
J. A. Kavaney. 
FORSYTH. 
Geo. A. Horkan. 
GLENDIVE. 
Desmond J. O'Neil 
GREAT FALIS. 
D. W. Doyle. 





George E. Hurd. 

E. A. Lohrke. 

McKenzie & 
McKenzie. 


HAMILTON. 
R. A. O’Hara. 


HAVRE. 
H. S. Kline. 


HELENA. 
Wm. Scallon, 


ee 
T. McKeown. 
Hans Walchi. 


LEWISTON. 
Edgar G. Worden. 
E. K. Cheadle. 
LIVINGSTON. 
Albert F. Allen. 
Miller & O’Connor. 
MELSTONE. 
J. P. P. Healy. 
MILES CITY. 
Geo. W. Farr. 
Cc. H. Loud. 
S. D. McKinnon. 
Sharpless Walker. 
PHILIPSBURG. 

W. L. Brown. 
ROUNDUP. 

Thos. J. Mathews, 
TOWNSEND. 

Hon. John A. Mat- 
thews. 
NEBRASKA. 

AURORA. 
M. F. Stanley, 
BEAVER CITY. 
Lambe & Butler. 
BROKEN BOW. 
N. T. Gadd. 


CHADRON. 
A. G. Fisher. 


Louis Lightner. 
DAVID CITY. 

EB. A. Coufal. 
DAKOTA. 

George W. Leamer. 
ELGIN. 
Royal V. Sheets. 
FALLS CITY. 

R. C. James. 
FREMONT. 

Abbott, Rohn & 

Robins. 

GRAND ISLAND. 

Arthur C. Mayer. 
HARTINGTON. 

B. Ready. 
HASTINGS. 

M. A. Hartigan. 
HOLDREGE 

W. A. Dilworth. 
IMPERIAL. 

P. W. Scott. 
KEARNEY. 

H. M. Sinclair, 
KIMBALL. 

Torgerson & 

Higgins. 

LINCOLN. 

G. W. Berge. 

L. C. Burr. 

T. J. Doyle. 

E. J. Hainer. 
MINDEN. 

Lewis C. Paulson. 


NEWMAN GROVE. 
H. Halderson. 
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OMAHA. RATON. NORTH DAKOTA, CINCINNATI, 
Baker & Ready. H. L. Bickley. E. W. Strong. 
Hon. Arthur E. J. Leahy. BEACH. Jas. B. Swing. 
Baldwin. 0. N. Phillips. R. F. Gallagher. Hon, J. W. Warring- 
Byron Clark. ROSWELL. BISMARCK. con. 
Crofoot, Fraser & Reid & Hervey. Benton Baker, CLEVELAND. 
‘A, & & De | SANTA FE. DEVIL’S LAKE. Bernsteen & Bern- 
i. Mates Colin Neblett. Arthur R. Smythe. steen, 
a” H. F. Raynolds. ELGIN. Boyd, Cannon, | 
H. Fisher. ? Brooks & Wick- 
J. A. GC. Kennedy. SILVER CITY. Frank T. Lembke. ee 
J. P. Palmer, Raymond R. Ryan. FESSENDEN. Geo. B Marty 
James E. Rait. F. W. Veliacott. B. F. Whipple. Kangesser & Mor- 
Warren Switzler. TUCUMCARI. FARGO. genstern. 
Weaver & Giller. James L. Briscoe. Francis X. Kirsch. Wm. Howell. 
Arthur R. Wells. Lawrence & Murphy. Thos. L. Johnson, 
PAPILLION. NEW YORK. Hon. Augustus Rob- Wm. S. Kerruish. 
H. A. Collins. erts. Hon. P. L. A. Leigh- 
a. PIERCE BROOKLYN. GRAND FORKS ley. 
M. on Leamy. Hugo Hirsch. T. R. Bangs. — z H Orgill. 
gine BUFFALO. Svenbjorn Johnson. H. G. Schaibly. 
Chas. Dobry. August Becker. W. A. McIntyre. COLUMBUS. 
r. SCHUYLER, M. F. Dirnberger. John F. Carlisle 
George W. Wertz. Adelbert Moot ae ty C1 1 
. Chas. A. Lyche. Frank C. Dunbar, 
Pee aes JAMESTOWN, Morton, Irvine & 
. Cheney. Mott & Ottoway. ar gg Blanchard. 
waer “POINT. NEW YORK. - A Menten Outhwaite & Linn. 
oO. C. Anderson. Alfonso Bivona. Oscar z. Seiler. James M. Hengst. 
YORK. Geo. Chase. LANGDON CUYAHOGA FALLS. 
r. Geo. M. Spurlock. Henry B. Gayley. E. E. Fletcher W. H. Keenan. 
B. M. Goldman, ae ’ 
NEVADA, N. T. Guernsey. LARIMORE. DAYTON. 
RENO. David T. Davis. Sam J. Radcliffe. Frank S. Breene. 
Geo. S, Brown. Ernest P. Kepple. LISBON. W. 8. McCon- 
8. James D. Finch. K. R. Owen. Cc. G Meade. naughey. 
Robert Lewers. Everett P. Wheeler, Hugo P. Remington, | BAST CLEVELAND. 
at- Samuel Platt. Cc. L. Williamson. MANDAN Benn B. Rosenfeld. 
TONOPAH. SYOSSET. B. W. Shaw. BAST PALESTING. 
Herman R. Cooke. B. L. Winthrop, Jr. MINOT. L. M. Kyes. 
SYRACUSE. a on’ ELYRIA. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE. D. A. Pierce. F. J. Funke. gua ae 
CLAREMONT. MOTT. é 
H. W. Parker, NORTH CAROLINA. Jacobsen & Murray. bt yh gna 
CONCORD. ASHEVILLE. NEW LEIPSIG. 
Louis M, Bourne. HAMILTON. 
Foster & Lake. Vincent Hogan. d ld 
Hon. R. E. Walker. Mark W. Brown. ‘ Hdgar A. Belden. 
Martin, Rollins & PORTAL. IRONTON. 
LACONIA. C. H. Marshall. 
Stanton Owen Wright. A. R. Johnson. 
° Duff Merrick. RAY LIMA. 
LANCASTER. Pritchard & P. "Pp, Campbell. D. J. Cable. 
Drew, Shurtleff & Hartshorn. RHAME. Jas. W. Halfhill. 
een CHARLOTTE. J. W. Lee. LISBON. 
MANCHE . Marvin L. Ritch. TOWNER. Billingsley, Moore & 
— 2 on Riga DURHAM. Albert Weber. Van Fossan. 
er. oa. RJ. Peasiee. Wm. G. Bramham. | TURTLE LAKE. LONDON. 
ROCHESTER. FAYETTEVILLE. Cc. L. Foster. R, H. McCloud. 
Leslie P. Snow. Q. K. Nimock. VALLEY CITY. MARIETTA. 
W. E. Grantham. A. A. Schramm. 
Pat oon. —_— POINT. H. Winterer. Cc. C. Middleswart. 
| » M. . oberson & Dalton. WILLISTON. MARION. 
NEW JERSEY. LILLINGTON. John J. Murphy & Hon, G. E. Mouser. 
BRIDGETON. J. R. Baggett. Ivan V. Metzger. Scofield, Durfee & 
Le Roy W. Loder. MADISON. OHIO. Scofield. 
ELIZABETH. Junius C. Brown. AKRON OTTAWA. 
Hon. Abe J, David. | NEWBERN. oa Bailey & Leasure. 
HOBOKEN. A. D. Ward. : i RAVENNA. 
Dayton A, Doyle. 
Stuhr & Vogt. RALEIGH. W. E. Young. W. J. Beckley. 
JERSEY CITY. Murray Allen. ALLIANCE. SANDUSKY. 
Collins & Corbin. SHELBY. Wm. L. Hart. E. B. King. 
Hartshorne, Insley & Ryburn & Hoey. BELLAIRE. SIDNEY. 
Vreeland. SPAR . J. D. Barnes. 
ARTA. Cc. C. Sedgwick. 
MORRISTOWN. Geo. Cheek. Fred Spriggs. Chas C. Marshall. 
Geer ee se yo" =|. SWAN QUARTER. BELLEFONTAINE. SPRINGFIELD. 
eee ; Cc. B. Spencer. W. Clay Huston. A. C. Link. 
NEWARK. W. M. Rockel. 
Claude D. Graton TROY. BRYAN. 
: : Chas. A. Armstrong. David A. Webster. “sare. . 
NEW MEXICO. WAKE FOREST. CANTON. —— ams. 
B. W. Timberlake, Austin Lynch, John P._Delphey. 
ALAMAGORDO. o Geo. P. Hahn. 
Lee R. York. Jr, CINCINNATI. Ralph S. Holbrook. 
ALBUQUERQUE. WALLACE, Bettinger, Schmitt Frank C. Lewis. 
Cc. M. Botts. Geo. R. Ward. & Kreis. Elmer E. Davis. 
O. N. Marron. WILMINGTON. oiwer ¢. Goamreve: John Schlatter. 
yn. Geo. C. Taylor. Thos. W. Davis. John R. Holmes John — = Sayles. 
John Venable. Isaac C. Wright. Johnson & Levy. 3 EB @ehetune. 
FORT SUMNER. WINSTON SALEM. Cc. D. Robertson. VAN WERT. 
. H. R. Parsons. Burton Craige. Chas. B. Smith. H. L. Conn. 
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WAUSEON. 
Paxson & Canfield. 


WELLSVILLE. 
W. F. Lones. 


ZANESVILLE. 
J. Ernest Harkness. 


OKLAHOMA. 


A. 
B. H. Epperson. 


ALLUWE. 
R. F. Barnett. 


ANADARKO. 
Cc. H. Carswell. 


ARDMORE. 
H. A. Ledbetter. 
J. B. Moore. 
Guy H. Sigler. 


BARTLESVILLE. 
Hayes McCoy. 


BOISE CITY, 
Hon. E. B. McMahon 


pew, 
W. L. Cheatham. 
CHICKASHA. 
Welborne & Bailey. 
Ct aoe 
W. W. Peterson. 
CLAREMORE. 
Cc. B. Holtzendorff. 
DRUMRIGHT. 
Frank Hickman. 
Fred A. Wagoner. 
DURANT. 
J. R. Hannah. 
Hatchett & Fergu- 
son. 
Walter J. Turnbull. 
W. E. Utterback. 
ELK CITY. 
J. M. Bishop. 
EL RENO. 
Cc. O. Blake. 


GROVE. 

Ad V. Coppedge. 
HOLDENVILLE. 

W. B. Toney. 
KINGFISHER. 

D. K. Cunningham. 
McALESTER. 

lL. C. Counts. 

A. C. Markley. 
MEDFORD. 

c. 8S. Ingersoll. 
MIAMI. 

Horace B. Durant. 


MUSKOGEE, 

Thos. F. Crosby. 

J. B. Furry. 

Chas. A. Moon. 

Geo. 8S. Ramsey. 

Malcolm E. Rosser. 
NEWKIRK. 

T. J. Sargent. 
OKLAHOMA CITY. 

E. L. Fulton. 

J. Q. A. Harrod. 

Samuel W. Hayes. 

W. A. Ledbetter. 

Hon. J. B. A. 

Vv. E. McInnis. 

Stuart, Cruce & 

Cruce. 
Robertson. 

OKMULGEE. 

Chas. A. Dickson. 
PAWHUSKA. 

Leahy & Macdonald. 

Preston A. Shinn. 
PONCA CITY. 

Louthan & Carter. 
POTEAU. 

D. C. McCurtain. 





a 
S. S. Lawrence. 


SHAWNEE. 
Tom C. Waldrep. 


TALAGO. 
W. P. Hickok. 


TECUMSEH. 
Clarence Robison. 


TULSA. 

Carroll & Mason. 

Geo. W. Reeves. 
VINITA. 

Jess L. Ballard. 
WAGONER. 

Cc. E. Castle. 
WALTERS, 

Amil H. Japp. 

J. Lon Sawyer. 
WOODWARD. 

W. A. Briggs. 

Sherman M. Smith. 
YALE. 

W. O. Croy. 


OREGON. 


ALBANY. 

Gale S. Hill. 

J. R. Wyatt. 
BAKER CITY. 

John L. Rand. 
CANYON CITY. 

Geo. H. Cattanach. 
CONDON. 

T. A. Weinke. 
DALLAS, 

Edward K. Piasecki. 
ELGIN. 

L. Denham. 
ENTERPRISE. 

D. W. Sheahan. 

A. 8S. Cooley. 
GLENDALE. 

Oliver 8S. Brown. 
MARSHFIELD. 

E. Lothard McClure. 
MYRTLE POINT 

Cc. H. Giles. 
NORTH BEND. 

Arthur H. Derby- 

shire. 

OREGON CITY. 

Cc. D. & D. C. 

Latourette, 

PENDLETON. 

Raley & Raley. 
PORTLAND. 

W. C. Bristol. 

Thos. G. Greene. 

D. C. Lewis. 

John McCourt, 

Sanderson Reed. 

J. O. Stearns. 
PRINEVILLE. 

N. G. Wallace. 
SALEM. 

John H, Carson. 
VALE. |. 

Geo. E. Davis. 


PANAMA, 


CRISTOBAL. 
W. H, Carrington. 


PENNSYLVANIA. 


ALTOONA. 
W. E. Mackey. 
Robt. A. Henderson. 
CLEARFIELD. 
Hon. Singleton Bell, 
COATESVILLE. 
Robert L. Templin. 





DANVILLE. 
James Scarlet. 
HERSHEY. 
John E. Snyder. 
HOLLIDAYSBURG. 
Hon. Thos. J. Bald- 
ridge. 
JOHNSTOWN. 
Hon. F. J. O’Connor. 
LEWISBURG. 
H. M. McClure. 
NEWCASTLE. 
J. Norman Martin. 
OIL CITY. 
H. C. Dorworth, 
PHILADELPHIA. 
W. A. Melcher. 
Walter George 
Smith. 
L. N. Sharpe. 
Wm. Jay Turner. 
PITTSBURGH. 
Homer Adams. 
W. Clyde Grubbs. 
SCRANTON. 
W. J. Fitzgerald. 
ys ag 
Cc. M. Clement, 
UNIONTOWN. 
Harry W. Byrne. 
Carr & Carr. 
WASHINGTON. 
Jas. I. Brownson, Jr. 
WAYNE. 
Chas. Howson. 
WILKES-BARRE. 
Miss Sophia O’Hara. 
bed mga ag a od 
Wm. P. Beeber. 
Mortimer C. Rhone, 
YORK. 
M, S. Niles. 
PHILIPPINE 
ISLANDS. 


“MANILA. 


W. A. Kincaid. 
Jos. N. Wolfson. 


PORTO RICO. 


SAN JUAN. 
Luis Munoz Morales. 


RHODE ISLAND. 


PROVIDENCE, 
Cooney & Cahill. 
Thomas Z. Lee. 
Fred Rueckert. 


SOUTH CAROLINA. 


ANDERSON. 

H. C. Miller. 

T. Frank Watkins. 
BISHOPVILLE. 

Cc. B. Ruffin. 
BLACKVILLE. 

A. H. Ninestein. 
CHARLESTON. 

Mitchell & Smith. 

John I. Cosgrove. 

Wm. H. Grimball. 

COLUMBIA. 

Barron, McKay, 
Frierson & Mc- 
Cants. 

Edw. L. Craig. 

Jas. H. Fowles. 

Clinton T. Graydon. 

R. Y. Kibler. 

Frank G. Tompkins. 

Hon. G, Duncan 
Bellinger. 

CONWAY. 
J. O. Norton, 
ae ag 
Cc. Dennis. 
DILLON. 
L. B. Haselden. 





DILLON. 
M. C. Moore. 
W. H: Muller, 
FLORENCE. 
Arrowsmith, Mul- 
drow, Bridges & 
Hicks. 
GREENVILLE. 
Haynsworth & 
Haynsworth. 
B. F. Martin. 
Wm. G. Sirrine. 


LAURENS. 


A. C. Todd. 


NEWBERRY. 

Geo. B. Cromer, 
PICKENS. 

McSwain & Craig. 
RIDGELAND. 

H. Klugh Purdy. 
ST. GEORGE. 

St. Clair Muckenfuss. 
SPARTANBURG, 

Cornelius Otts. 

Brown & Boyd. 

Carson & Tinley. 

J. W. Mansfield. 

Cc. E. Daniel. 
SUMTER. 

Lee & Moise. 


SOUTH DAKOTA. 
ABERDEEN. 

W. F. Corrigan. 

Amos N. Goodman. 

G. N, Williamson. 
BELLE FOURCHE,. 

L. M. Simons, 

Cc. P. Seward. 
BROOKINGS. 

M. t.2 Culhane, 
BUR 

ibe. tie A. Davis. 
CHAMBERLAIN. 

E. R. Slifer. 
CLEAR LAKE. 

W. W. Knight. 
DEADWOOD. 

James W. Fowler. 

John R. Russell. 
DELL RAPIDS. 

G. R. Krause, 
EAGLE BUTTE. 

Eldon W. Clark. 
HURON. 

A. K. Gardner. 

Chas. P. Warren, 
LAKE ANDES. 

R. C. Baker. 
LBAD. 

Chambers Kellar. 

John Walsh. 
MITCHELL. 

Herbert E. Hitch- 

cock, 

NEWELL. 

O. E, Farnham. 
PIERRE. 

Hon. Ghee, E. De- 


Land. 

P. W. Dougherty. 
PHILIP. 

Philip & Waggoner, 
PLANKINGTON. 

Donald Fellows, 
RAPID CITY. 

Frank D. Bangs, 

Albert R. Denu. 

Geo. A. Jeffers. 

Chas. A. Nystrom. 


SIOUX FALLS. 
F. R, Aikens, 
Chas. P. Bates, 
Martin Bergh. 
Cc, C. Caldwell, 











Rea : s wr - - - “ _— a 
1“ DROME Tm See... — Sr eer — 
pan bs tae ae ee 2 oer 7 
CRETE PDT ¢ 





CENTRAL LAW JOURNAL 





SIOUX. FALLS. 
U. S. G. Cherry. 
John C. Mundt. 
R. W. Parliman. 


SISSETON. 
Howard Babcock, 


WATERTOWN. 
Clay Carpenter. 
Loucks, Hasche & 
Foley. 
James G. McFarland. 
Mather & Stover. 


YANKTON. 
Henry Kunkle. 


TENNESSEE. 

CHATTANOOGA. 

Will F. Chamblee. 

John A. Chambliss. 

John H. Early. 

Fleming & Shepherd. 

Floyd Estill. 

Geo. D. Lancaster. 

J. L. Levine. 

Cc. S. Littleton. 

Felix D. Lynch. 

Spears & Spears. 

J. Read Voigt. 

Jos. V. Williams. 


COLUMBIA. 
Thos. H. Peebles. 


GALLATIN. 
D. B. Bell. 


JELLICO 
H. K. Tramell. 


JOHNSON CITY. 
H. G. Morison. 
KINGSPORT. 
Thos. A. Dodson. 
F. J. Heazel. 
KNOXVILLE. 
Lewis M. G. Baker. 
Thos. L. Carty. 
Chas. T. Cates, Jr. 
John W. Green. 
Lindsley, Young & 
Donaldson. 
Jas. M. Meek. 
Norman B. Morrell 
Roy H. Beeler. 
Harley G. Fowler. 
Robt. M. Jones. 
Pickle, Turner, Ken- 
nedy & Cate. 
L. D. Smith. 
LAFAYETTE. 
J. M. McDonald. 
MEMPHIS. 
G. T. Fitzhugh. 
Allen Hughes. 
Wright & Wright. 


ILAN. 

J. P. Rhodes. 
NASHVILLE. 

R. B. C. Howell. 

W. S. Lawrence. 

Hon. Jos. C. Higgins. 

W. E. Norvell. 

W. R. Pardue. 
NEWBERN. 

John M. Drane. 
WINCHESTER. 

Geo. E. Banks. 

Arthur Crownover. 


TEXAS. 


ABILENE 

Dallas Scarborough. 
AMARILLO. 

P. R. Underwood. 
AUSTIN. 

T. H. McGregor. 

Hon. Ireland Graves. 

N. A, Stedman. 

Ike D. White. 





BEAUMONT. 

John M. Conley. 

A, F. Jatho. 

Smith & Crawford. 
BEEVILLE. 

Jas. R. Dougherty. 


BOWIE. 
Hon. Homer B. 
Latham. 


BRECKINRIDGE. 
G. O. Bateman. 
J. Webster Darden. 


BRADY. 
Elbert Kruse. 


BROWNSVILLE. 
Jas, A. Graham. 
Ira Webster. 
Jos. K. Wells. 


aay ay NWOOD. 
A. L. Green. 


BURKBURNETT. 
J. L. Lackey. 


CAMERON. 
Hon, W. G. Gillis. 


CARTHAGE. 
H. N. Nelson. 
CLEBURNE. 
Walker & Baker. 


CORPUS CHRISTI. 
O. H. E. Kramer. 
Robert W. Stayton. 

CORSICANA. 

W. A. Tarver. 


DALHART. 
A. W. Schlofman. 
Tatum & Strong. 


DALLAS. 
W. S. Bramlett. 
R. V. Davidson. 
F. M. Etheridge. 
W. T. Henderson. 
Victor H. Hexter. 
Harry P, Lawther. 
A. H. McKnight. 
Seay & Seay. 
U. F. Short. 
M. W. Townsend. 
oO. F. Wolff 


DENTON. 
J. W. Sullivan. 


EASTLAND. 
J. M. Ferrell. 


EL PASO. 
A. R. Burges. 
Dyer, Croom & 
Jones. 
S. J. Isaacks. 
Turner, Culwell, 
Holliday & Pol- 
lard. 
FT. WORTH. 
Capps & Canty. 
P. W. Brown. 
Lee, Lomax & Smith. 
R. M. Rowland. 
John W. Wray. 
George Thompson. 
GALVESTON. 
John L. Darrouzet. 
James W. Wayman. 
James B. & Charles 
J. Stubbs. 
Bryan F. Williams. 
HEARNE. 
J. F. Lane. 
HEMPSTEAD. 
R. E. Tompkins. 
HOUSTON. 
Cole & Cole. 
D. Edward Greer. 
Harris & Harris. 
H. BE. Kahn. 








HOUSTON. 
Hon. T. J. Lawhon. 
B. F. Louis. 
J. W. Lockett. 
John G. Logue. 
John W. Parker. 
R. W. Greene. 
Otto Taub. 
LAREDO. 
Asher R. Smith. 
LEXINGTON. 
H. F. Schlosshan. 
LONGVIEW. 
W. C. Hurst. 
MARLIN. 


Hon. Geo. H. Carter. 


-—. eo 
F. H. Prendergast. 
MERCEDES. 
John P. Gause. 
ORANGE. 
E. S. McCarver. 


NACOGDOCHES. 
S. M. Adams. 
NEW BOSTON. 
L. R. Atkins. 
PALA 
WV. C. Gray. 
PALI STINE. 
A. G. Greenwood. 
PORT ARTHUR. 
A. W. Dycus. 
H. G. Robertson. 
V. J. Wistner. 
SAN ANTONIO. 
Robert L. Ball. 
John H. Bickett, Jr. 
Douglas Cater. 
Charles Dittmar. 
J. D. Dodson. 
Graham Dowdell. 
Hicks, Phelps, Dick- 
son & Bobbitt. 
Geo. W. Huntress. 
Cc. R, McFarlane. 
Solon Stewart. 
Terrell, Walthall & 
Terrell. 
Geo. M. Thurmond. 
SAN MARCOS 
E. M. Cape. 
—— 
. H. Woed. 
oie sPHUR SPRINGS. 
C. E. Beasley. 
TERRELL. 
G. T. Overstreet. 
TEXARKANA. 
R. W. Rogers. 
King «& Hstes. 
TYLER. 
Johnson & Edwards. 
WACO. 
D. A. Kelley. 
W. M. Sleeper. 
W AXAHACHIE. 
J. L. Gammon. 
WELLINGTON. 
Jas. C. Mahan. 


UTAH. 
FILLMORE. 
T. M. Ivory. 
LOGAN. 
J. C. Walters. 
MOUNT PLEASANT. 
James W. Cherry. 


Geo. Halverson. 

A. G. Horn. 

Cc. H. Hollingsworth. 
SALT LAKE CITY. 

G. W. Bartch. 

Booth & Lee. 

W. M. Bradley. 

EK. B, Critchlow. 

B. S. Crow. 





SALT LAKE CITY. 
W. M. Folland. 
H. R. Macmillan, 
Hon. Thos. 

Marioneaux. 

Thomas Ramage. 
Skeen & Skeen. 
Benner X. Smith. 
Ray Van Cott. 
Waldemar Van Cott. 
J. T. Wooton. 
Richard W. Young. 


VERMONT. 


BETHEL. 
Guy Wilson, 
CHELSEA. 
Hon. Geo. L. Stow. 
HARDWICK. 
Hon. W. O. Taylor. 
ISLAND POND. 
Harry B. Amey. 
MONTPELIER. 
Fred Laird. 
NEWPORT. 
Walter H. Cleary. 
NORTHFIELD. 
Plumley & 
Plumley. 
ST. ALBANS. 
Geo. Hogan. 
ST. JOHNSBURY. 
Harry Blodgett. 
VERGENNES. 
F. L. Fish. 


VIRGINIA. 


ABINGDON. 
John W. Neal. 
ARRINGTON. 
Will T. Snyder. 
BIG STONE GAP. 
Rufus A. Ayers. 
BRISTOL. 
Morison, Morison & 
Robertson, 
CLIFTON. FORGE. 
Oo. B. Harvey. 
EASTVILLE. 

Louis S. Sacks. 
GATE CITY. 

Will H. Nickels. 
HARRISONBURG. 

D. O. Dechert. 
HONAKER. 

G. B. Johnson, 
LEESBURG. 

Edwin E. Garrett. 
LEXINGTON. 

H. St. George 

Tucker. 

LYNCHBURG. 

Duncan Drysdale. 
MARION. 

Geo. F. Cook, 
NEWPORT NEWS. 
F. H. Skinner. 

NORFOLK. 
J. Edward Cole. 
R. W. Peatross. 
Sargeant & Sar- 


geant. 
Thomas W. Shelton. 
PETERSBURG. 
Bernard Mann. 
Plummer & Bohan- 
nan. 
Chas. E. Pollara. 
PHOEBUS. 
W. H. Powers. 
RICHMOND. 
Geo. Bryan. 
A. W, Patterson. 
Lawrence R. Pool. 
Robt. E. Scott. 
Robert H. Talley. 
Thos. A. Talley. 
J. McD. Wellford. 
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ROANOKE. 
W. Bruce Buford. 
BE. C. Dickerson. 
Jackson & Henson. 
Staples & Cocke. 
Roy B. Smith. 
Woods, Chitwood & 

Coxe. 

SALEM. 

J. P. Saul, Ir. 


SCOTTSVILLE. 
W. D. Patteson. 
STAUNTON. 
Taylor McCoy. 
VICTORIA. 
Geo. E. Allen. 
WARRENTON. 
Wm. Horgan. 
WINCHESTER. 
Warren Rice: 


WASHINGTON. 

ABERDEEN. 

W. A. Ackerman. 
BELLINGHAM. 

F. D. Carson. 
CHARLESTON. 

Carl N. Woods. 
COLVILLE. 

W. Lon Johnson. 
ELLENSBURG. 

John H. McDaniels. 
HARRINGTON. 

H. W. Reading. 

MOUNT VERNON. 

Wilbra Coleman. 
NORTH YAKIMA. 

I. J. Bounds. 
OKANOGAN, 

O. H. Neal. 
PASCO. 

L. D. Eustus. 
PORT TOWNSEND. 
A. R. Coleman. 

REPUBLIC. 
Jas. T. Johnson. 

SEATTLE. 
Edward Brady. 
Vivian M. Carkeek, 
Carver & Slattery. 
C. E. Claypool. 
Cassius E. Gates. 
Carroll B. Graves. 
James B. Howe. 
McClure & McClure. 
Fred H. Peterson. 
Winter S. Martin. 
Harold Preston. 

. J. Ramsey. 
John W. Roberts. 
Martin Rozema. 
Roberts, Wilson & 

Skeel. 

Isham N. Smith. 

John J. Sullivan. 
SHELTON. 

M. W. Logan. 
SOUTH BEND. 

Herman Murray. 
SPOKANE. 

Oscar Cain. 

Cannon & Ferris. 

F. A. Garrecht. 

Nuzum, Clark & 

Nuzum. 

J. B. Lindsley. 

Jos. Rosslow 
SPRAGUE. 

Samuel P. Weaver. 
TACOMA . 

Chas. O. Bates. 

Chas. Bedford. 

Ellis, Fletcher & 

Evans. 

M. A. Langhorne. 
Lund & Lund. 








TACOMA. 
Raymond J. McMil- 
lan. 
Sullivan & 
Christian. 
WALLA WALLA. 
W. G. Coleman. 
WILBUR. 

Cc. M. N. Love. 
YACOLT. 

S. S. Campbell. 
YAKIMA. 

m. C. Delle. 


WEST VIRGINIA. 
BECKLEY. 
C. Overton Dunn. 
BLUEFIELD. 
Arthur F. Kingdon. 
BUCKHANNON. 
W. B. Cutright. 
Wm. S. O’Brien. 
CHARLESTON. 
B. T. Clayton. 
Hogg & Dunbar. 
Leo. Leob. 
McClintic, Mathews 
& Campbell. 
Payne, Minor & Bou- 
chelle. 
Harry E. Penhale, 
Price, Smith, Spil- 
man & Clay. 
M. F. Stiles. 
CLARKSBURG. 
Stephen G. Jackson. 
Harvey F. Smith. 
ELKINS. 
A. M. Cunningham. 
FAIRMONT. 
Paul G. Armstrong. 
FAYETTEVILLE. 
E. S. Nuckolls. 
GRAFTON. 
J. Guy Allender. 
HUNTINGTON. 
Fitzpatrick, Camp- 
bell. Brown & 
Davis. 
W. L. Ferguson. 
Vinson & Thompson. 
7 GER. 
D. L. Auvil. 
JANELEW. 
A. Carl Hughes. 
MARLINGOw. 
S. H. Sharp. 
MONTGOMERY. 
Cc. T. Dyer. 
PARKERSBURG. 
Merrick & Smith. 
F. P. Moats. 
Van Winkle & 
Ambler. 
W. H. Wolfe. 
PINEVILLE. 
J. Albert Toler. 
POINT PLEASANT. 
Hon. Chas. B. Hogg. 
SPENCER. 
Harper & Baker. 
Thos. P. Ryan, 
bed cer ee SPRINGS. 
L. Cutlip. 
Ww ta 
Anderson, Strother, 
Hughes & Curd. 
WELLSBURG. 
F. A. Chapman. 
bet te ww 
R. C, Allen. 
MoCamic & Clarke. 
J. Bernard Handlan. 
WESTON. 
Robert L. Bland. 





WILLIAMSON 
John H. Greene. 
Hon. James Damron. 
Wiles & Bias. 
WINFIELD. 
John D. Thomas. 


WISCONSIN. 


ANTIGO. 
Chas H. Avery. 


APPLETON. 
Hon. Francis S. 
Bradford. 


ASHLAND. 

Allan T. Pray. 
BARABOO. 

J. W. Frenz. 
BELOIT. 

H. W. Adams. 
BURLINGTON. 

Cc. O. Bergener. 
COLBY. 

Frank A. Jackson. 
EAST MILWAUKEE. 

Hon. Jos. E. Cordes. 
EAU CLAIRE. 

c. T. Bundy. 

L. M. Sturdevant. 
ELLSWORTH. 

John E. Foley. 
ELROY. 

Henry C. Rowan. 
FOND DU LAC. 

A. D. Sutherland. 
GRAND RAPIDS. 

Chas. E. Briere. 

Frank W. Calkins. 

Coggins & Brazeau. 
GREEN BAY. 


Minahan & Minahan. 


A. McComb. 
Dennison 
Sawyer & Sawyer. 
HARTFORD. 
T. C. Richmond. 
HUDSON. 
Baker & Haven. 
LA CROSSE. 
Geo, H. Gordon 
A. H. Schubert. 
MADISON. 
Buell & Lucas. 
Gilbert & Ela. 
Hon. J. C. Kerwin. 
S. A. Madigan. 
W. A. P. Morris. 
MANITOWOC. 
Emil Baensch. 
E. S. Schmitz. 
MAZOMANIE. 
S. A. Madigan. 
MERRILL. 
Runke & Naffz. 
MILWAUKEE. 
Bottum, Bottum, 
Hudnall & Lecher. 
Bohmrick & Gabel. 
Harvey M. Burns. 
. F. Groth. 
Durant. 

" Eaton. 
Ulrich Hiller. 
Alfred Kay. 

Robert N. McMynn. 

N. B. Neelen. 

J. L. O'Connor. 

Rix & Barney. 

A. G. Schwefel, 

Van Dyke, Shaw, 
Muskat & Van 


Dyke. 
Clifton Williams. 
OSHKOSH. 
E. P. Finch. 
John W. Hume. 


Wheelock. 





PLATTEVILLE. 

Jesse J. Ruble. 
PORTAGE. 

Daniel H. Grady. 
oe DU CHIEN. 

J. P. Evans. 

Hon. W. R. Graves. 
RACINE. 

Chas. Krenzke. 
RANDOLPH. 

H. A. Johns. 
we ee 

E. D. Minahan. 
SHEBOYGAN. 

Wm. B. Collins, 

Paul T. Krez. 
STEVENS POINT. 

J. R. Pfiffner. 
SUPERIOR. 

D. E. Roberts. 
VIROQUA. 

J. Henry Bennett. 
WATERTOWN. 

Chas. R. Blumen- 


Conway. 
WAUKESHA. 
V. H. Tichenor. 
WAUSAU. 
Brown, Pradt & 
Genrich. 
WEST SUPERIOR. 
Crownhart & Foley. © 
W. M. Steele. 


WYOMING. 
BUFFALO. 
Robert Rose. 
CHEYENNE. 
Hon. Charles E. 
Blydenburg. 
W. C. Kinkead. 
Herbert V. Lacey. 
Hilliard S. Ridgely. 
EVANSTON. 
Reuel Walton. 
ROCK SPRINGS. 
F. W. Johnson. 
we 
Cc. A. Kutcher. 
SUNDANCE. 
Harry P. Ilsley. 
batts ag 
Cc. H. Harkins. 


BRAZIL 


RIO DE JANEIRO. 
Richard P Momsea. 


CANADA. 
HARTLAND. 
M. L. Hayward, 
OTTAWA. 
M. J. Griffin. 
MONTREAL. 
Victor E. Mitchell 


HALIFAX. 
H. Mellish. 


ITALY. 
TURIN. 
Fratelli Bocci. 


JAPAN. 


TOKIO. 
Chas. 


NEW ZEALAND. 
WELLINGTON. 
F. Harrison. 
SCOTLAND. 


GLASGOW. 
Donald Mackay. 


Pergler. 











